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1 (All parties present, the following proceedings were

2 had at 9:44 a.m.:)

3

4 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Good morning. This is

5 Tuesday, the 4th of November.

6 This is the first day of a two-day Meeting of

7 the Bay-Delta Advisory Council the hour of 9:30 having

8 arrived and slipped past us ever so slightly. We are

9 underway, and the first item on the Agenda this morning is

I0 for those of us who are veterans of this group to welcome

ii those who are new.

12 Now, they may not seem new to you for one

13 reason or another, but, in fact, they are at least new in

14 being entitled to wear this cute little name badge that we

15 al! have been handed today, and I will make the

16 introductions.

17 To those of you whose memory goes back to the

18 Bay-Delta Oversight Council and that ill-fated endeavor one

19 of my compatriots in that effort was Martha Davis, who at

20 the time was driving the City of Los Angeles to utter

21 distraction on the question of Mono Lake and since her

22 successes in that has stayed active, in fact, I saw Martha

23 at the last meeting of the Water Commission, I guess,

24 wasn’t it?

25 MS. DAVIS: Yes (affirmative nod).

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES    (209) 462-3377

E--01 5651
E-015651



BDAC MEETING CondenseItTM NOVEMBER 4, 1997
Page 5 Page 7

i (All parties present, the following proceedings were 1 So welcome to you as well, sir.
2 had at 9:44 a.m.:) 2 MR. DECKER: Thank you.
3 3 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: We look forward to your
4 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Good. morning. This is 4 participation.
5 Tuesday, the 4th of November. 5 Welcome to all of you. Thanks for joining us.
6 This is the firs~ day of a two-day Meeting of 6 We have a busy Agenda and much to accomplish
7 the Bay-Delta Advisory Council the hour of 9:30 having 7 over the next year.
8 arrived and slipped past us ever so slightly. We are 8 Lester, do you want to kick off the ER~P
9 underway, and the f’trst item on the Agenda this morning is9 Scientific Review Panel Update?

10 for those of us who are veterans of this group to welcome10 Oh, wait. Before do I that, before I do that,
11 those who are new. 11 let me remind everybody of a few housekeeping items.
12 Now, they may not seem new to you for one 12 Number one, if you wish to speak today, there
13 reason or another, but, in fact, they are at least new in 13 are speaker slips in the back and probably at the front
14 being entitled to wear this cute little name badge that we14 door.
15 all have been handed today, and I will make the 15 Please fill them out so we know who to call and
16 introductions. 16 harass late at night.
17 To those of you whose memory goes back to the 17 For those of you who want to be heard on a
18 Bay-Delta Oversight Council and that ill-fated endeavor one18 specific item there will be an opportunity for you to be
19 of my compatriots in that effort was Martha Davis, who at19 heard at that time.
20 the time was driving the City of Los Angeles to utter 20 For those of you who have comments of a more
21 distraction on the question of Mono Lake and since her 21 general nature there will be an opportunity for that during
22 successes in that has stayed active, in fact, I saw Martha22 the course of the day as well
23 at the last meeting of the Water Commission, I guess, 23 We expect to break sometime around 12:45. For
24 wasn’t it? 24 lunch for those members of the BDAC lunch will be where,
25 MS. DAVZS: Yes (affirmative nod). 25 somebody? Sharon?

Page 6 Page 8
1 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Yeah, where she is 1 Ms. SELKUU~ Downstairs.
2 continuing to be active and involved. 2 ~ rc~om~: oownstairs. Great.
3 So, Martha, it’s a pleasure to -- depending on 3 We’ll get more information to you than that no
4 how you view it to either welcome you or welcome you back.4 doubt by the end of the morning. There are also
5 MS. DAVIS: It’S a pleasure to be here. 5 restaurants in the area for those of you who won’t be
6 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: okay. Here will do. 6 joining us for lunch.
7 The second is Byron Buck. Byron, as everybody 7 I have asked that two items be added to the
8 in the room knows, has been Director of CUWA for the past 8 Agenda thi~ morning.
9 few years. - ....... 9 Eric and I talked before the meeting this

I0 Prior to that time served with the San Diego 10 morning about some questions in his workgroup and I want to
i 1 Water Authority, has been at almost every meeting of BDAC,11 get those out and I want to have everybody have a chance to
12 I guess. There may have been one or two where were you12 think about them overnight so that -- well, it’s my hope
13 were called to Washington or some other place, but it is13 that we get as many questions raised and issues identified
14 always a pleasure of me as I have great respect for Byron14 today as pessible, recognlzing that we have a date as well
15 to welcome him to the table. 15 tomorrow because we are getting very close to that time
16 MR. BUCK: Thank you. 16 ’when we are going to start putting things in a box and that
17 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Nice tO see you here, 17 box is going to start getting smaller (indicating) and the
18 And Tom Decker, whom I have not previously met,18 usual rules of physics apply when that happens.
19 but whom I met this morning, who is, however, Executive19 As Erie pointed out, people start bumping into
20 Vice-President with the Bank of America in Los Angeles. 20 each other and we all understand that the temperature goes
21 And that perspective alone gives Mr. Decker a 21 up when you start doing that as well.
22 great deal of appreciation of the State, complimented 22 It’s that time in the process and, therefore,
23 apparently by the fact that although he is now serving 23 we need to get questions and issues out and Erie has
24 penance by living in Los Angeles he came originally from24 several that he would like to array for you.
25 the Bay Area. 25 As well I’ve asked for an ag urban negotiation
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1 update, and, Byron, I don’t know whe~.er you or Steve 1 that’s pretty much the extent of my introductory comments
2 Hall -- if Steve gets here would be the appropriate 2 unless there are specific questions.
3 individual but between the two -- 3 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Ale there questions
4 MR. BUCK: I think we can tag team that 4 before we move on?
5 with others in tile audience. 5 Byron.
6 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: okay. All right. That 6 MR. BUCK: Would it be appropriate to make
7 will be very helpful. Let’s see. Okay. 7 those abstentions now?
8 That’s business. You want to do the Scientific 8 CHAUU~u,� MAIglGAN: well, that’s the
9 Review Panel Update before the conflict of interest? 9 question.
I0 (Inaudible) I0 Do you want to do that now, Mary?
11 Okay. Mary, could we take the conflict of 11 MS. SCOONOVER: Yes, in advance of the
i12 interest item f’u’st? 12 discussion of the Ecosystem Restoration Funding Package.
i 13 MS. SCOONOVER: You bet. 13 CHAmMAN MADIGAN: okay. Ecosystem
14 CHAIRMAN MA~IGAN: Okay. Thank you very 14 Restoration Funding Package, com2icts of interest, remote
15 much. 15 conflicts of interest.
16 MS. SCOONOVER: Good morning. 16 Starting with Byron.
17 Myname is Mary Sco<mover. I think I’ve had an 17 MR.BUCK: california Water Agencies

opportunity to meet all of you, including the new members.18 serves as an administrator for the California Water
19 I’m here to talk to you about conflict of 19 Conservation Council. That’s an administrative role, not a
20 interest again. 20 policy role. We simply help run their office and staff
21 We discussed this in the spring, again this 21 them.
22 stwamer and I sent out a reminder notice in the package, in22 The Council has submitted a proposal for
23 the very hefty phonebook size package, that you got in 23 certain water conservation activities and, therefore, I
24 advance of the meeting today. 24 will abstain from the discussion.
25 The reason the issue is coming to the fore this 25 CHAmMAN MhOIGAN: i~oberta.

Page 10 Page 12
! morning is that Bt~AC will be asked to review the funding 1 MS. BORGONOVO: I got this call from Mary
2 package for ecosystem restoration projects today this 2 and I called her back and I did not see a potential ¯
3 morning, and conflict of interest laws, as you know, and as3 conflict but I do serve on the steering committee for the
4 we’ve discussed before, prevent an official ~ 4 California-Urban Water Conservation Council. So if that is
5 participating in making a contract in his or her official 5 a remote conflict, I will also abstain.

6 capacity and also benefiting financially from it in his or 6 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Tom.
7 her personal capacity. 7 MR. GRAb’F: Mary, Tom Graft.
8 We have identified that anyone who has 8 I have no idea whether EDF has a potential
9 submitted a proposal in ~ponse to the Pal, for ecosystem9 conflict or not but in an abundance of caution I will also

10 restoration should not participate in any discussions on10 abstain, noting that -- maybe this isn’t even
I 1 this matter today. 11 appropriate -- the level of review that we are asked to do
12 What this -- there are specific exemptions 12 doesn’t kind of -- I think, warrant this kind of caution
13 within the statute and I’ve spoken to a number of you about13 but since the issue has been raised we’lljust be silent
14 them and abstention is an appropriate response. 14 when the matter comes up.
15 What this is is an opportunity for those of YOu 15 CHAItCMAr¢ MA~IGAN: l’ietro.
16 who have potential remote interests to identify them and16 MR. PARRAVANO: I am a member of a group
17 announce that you will abstain from participating in this17 that submitted a proposal for funding for habitat
18 Agenda item for the purposes of reviewing the packege 18 restoration on Butte Creek so, therefore, I will be
19 today. 19 abstaining from any discussion.
20 There is a requirement under the law that these 20 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Bob.
21 statements be made on the record and so the court reporter21 MR. RAAB: I’m involved in a number of
22 will take down those statemerlts today. 22 organizations that submitted proposals, but my capacity are
23 I would suggest a very simple format, simply 23 all nonprofits and I wasn’t crystal clear yesterday when we
24 your name, the nature of your potential conflict, and the24 spoke on the phone, Mary, about the fact that I just act in
25 fact that you will be abstaining from participation, and 25. an advisory capacity.

~Ol~TA r.l~.. ~. ASSOIT.IAT~..~ 1")lT.PflSITlflNl R~..PI’)RTI~.R~ Pzoe. O - Paoe 19.
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I I sign to nothing, but I just -- [ pass along I previously unknown conflict or potential conflict exists.
2 information. I help accumulate documents and reproduce2 It basically is the information that you had
3 them. 3 when you walked in here today, is the basis upon which that
4 I drove my car up here to deliver some of 4 I’m asking for a declaration.
5 them -- 5 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Anybody else? All
6 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: This is getting pretty 6 right. Mary, are you satisfied?
7 remote. 7 MS. SCOONOVER: Yes. Thank you.
8 MR. RAAB: - but I still feel that I have 8 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thank you very much.
9 no conflict of interest. I still feel that I fit in 9 Thank you for bringing it to our attention and

i0 the -- is it disinterest or uninterest? I0 thanks to everybody for taking this with the cam and
11 MS. SCOONOVER: Noninterest. 11 consideration with which it needs to be taken.
12 MR. RAAB: Soninterest. I really am 12 Byron.
13 interested. 13 MR. BUCK: Restoration coordination under
14 But I will vote unless you say that I can’t. 14 three--
15 MS. SCOONOVER: AS we discussed 15 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Yes.
16 previously, Bob, it appears that you do fit into the 16 MR.BUCK: /ust only that

17 spocific exemption for a noninterest. 17 CHA!RMAN MADIGAN: okay. Moving back then
18 You have declared that interest for the record, 18 to the ERPP scientific Review Panel Update, Lester, do you
19 as you am obligated to do so, but you am now free to 19 want to introduce it?
20 participate in the discussions of this Agenda item. 20 EXECUTrVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Yeah~ I’II make
21 MR. RAAB: Thank you. 21 just a couple brief comments.

22 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Anybody else? 22 As you recall, several months ago we indicated
23 This is the appropriate time. 23 that We wanted to have an outside technical scientific
24 MS. NOTTHOFF: well, I’ll just ask the 24 review panel of the ERPI’ to evaluate kind of the foundation
25 question. 25 of the program and make suggestions for improvement as We

Page 14 Page 16
i CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Ann. 1 move forward into increasing detail for the program.
2 MS. NOTrHOFF: DO We have a fist of 2 That review did take place and We have received
3 everybody?. 3 a report from the Science review panel.
4 Am I just supposed to know every proposal of 4 Scott McCreary, who has worked with us for some
5 the hundreds that have been submitted so that I could 5 time, was the coordinator for the panel and worked with the
6 identify if there was anything that I had no involvement 6 panel members and is hem this morning to give us an
7 in? 7 overview of how the panel discussions went and what the
8 MS. SCOONOVER: The standard in the 8 basic f’mdings were from the Scientific Review Panel.
9 statute is a knowing viota-tion which means known or should9 Scott.

10 have known so it’s a reasonable person standard. 10 SCOTT MCCREARY: Great, thanks, Lester.

11 If your entity submitted a proposal and it’s 11 Now, I think that probably many of the members
t2 somethin~ that you should have known about or a reasonable 12of BDAC am familial" with the impetus for the scientific
13 lXa’son in your position would have known about, that’s the1.3 review of the ERPP.
14 standard. 14 Okay. I think many of you am familiar with
15 It doesn’t require a complete knowledge of 15 the scientffm impetus for the scientific review of the
16 every proposal that was submitted or anything extraordinary16 ERPP. This is a very ambitious three-volume document and
17 but rather a reasonable person standard. 17 as you’ll shortly see from some of the panelreflections,
18 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Okay. Bob. 18 it is, in fact, the most ambitious ecosystem restoration
19 MR. ME~CHER: SO I would assume that if 19 program in the United States.
20 information became available during the discussion that any20 Going back to Phase rI of the -- or Phase I of
21 member could at that time make it known that there might be21 the CalFed Program many of the stakeholders called for an
22 a conflict? 22 independent evaluation of the Em’P and in the spring of
23 MS. SCOONOVER. That’s correct. ¯ 23 this year CalFed staff agreed to go forward with this idea
24 I don’t imagine that anything would occur in 24 and we began working quite closely with the steering
25 the discussion today to indicate to a member that a 25 committee of CalFed Agency staff and also with the BDAC
~ORTAI.Iq. ~,. A.~.~K-M~.IAT~..~ DI~.PK~SITIK-~N RI~.Pt’~R’T~..R~ Pace l q -Pa~e l tq
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l Ecosystem Workgroup and began to set the format and content I a group of 15 to 20 technical advisors. These advisors did
2 of this review. 2 have expertise in the Bay-Delta system. Many of them, in
3 So what I would like to do in this next brief 3 fact, are aligned with CalFed agencies or with stakeholders
4 presentation is to set the context for the review, convey 4 active in this process and their role in the scientific
5 to you some of the panel reflections on this event that was 5 review was to fill in with more system specific knowledge
6 held October 6th through 9th fight here at the convention 6 if the panelists needed that in the course of their ’
7 ecmter and also preview the ~port and convey the next 7 deliberations.
8 steps in the review of this document by the Ecosystem 8 We also had opportunities for public
9 Workgroup and then back to you. 9 involvement at several stages. On every single day of this

10 This is the f’ast of two presentations that I0 panel review we had an hour for public comment. We also
11 t’ll be making to the full sDA~ ’ I1 took public comment at the end of each question, bothon
12 This one is to give a preview and then in 12 speaker cards and we invited members of the audience to
13 December we anticipate coming back to you with the comments13 come forward and pose questions to the panel.
14 of the Ecosystem Workgroup on the full re,port. So those 14 Nevertheless, the main focus of ~ activity
15 are the objectives l~or this brief presentation. 15 was on the panel themselves.
16 As I said, the impetus for this review is that 16 The panelists numbered eight altogether. We
17 we recognize, the stakeholder community recognize that this 17 had people from a range of ecological and hydrological
18 is perhaps the most ambitious ecosystem restoration plan 18 disciplines. We had experts in wetland restoration,
19 ever contemplated in the United States and it was felt that 19 ecological processes, hydrology, botany, we had many
20 while CalFed staff had brought together a lot of very good 20 experts in adaptive environmental ~t, which is a
21 information and had substantial expertise there would b~ 21 major focus of the ERPP.
22 real benefits in having an outside scientific evaluation 22 All of the panelists hail from either
23 and the endorsement for this outside review, in fact, can~ 23 universities or independent consulting organizations, all
24 from across the stakeaholder community. 24 of thdm had doctorates and collectively they had a very
25 I know Lester received from letters that were 25 substantial body, both of publications and research so it

Page 18 Page 20
1 jointly signed by representatives of the agricultural urban1 really was quite an eminent panel that we put together.
2 and environmental interest groups so there was very broad2 Not surprisingly because the panel’s report has
3 support for this activity. 3 not, in fact, been issued yet there are many different
4 The scope and focus of this review were very 4 interpretations of what the panel said in the stakeholder
5 broad. They were on the planning concurs, the scientific5 community and being bantered about in Sacramento so I felt
6 underpinnings and the basic structure of the Em’P. 6 as Panel Facilitator it would be useful to ask the
7 There was a decision made and a widespread 7 panelists themselves what they thought of the overall event
8 agreement reached early on that we really wanted to bl~__g8 and what they thought some of the overarching
9 in independent scientists:.- 9 characteristics were of the ERPP so I have some quotes from

10 That is, scientists not aligned with any one 10 three of the panelists that I got yesterday.
11 stakeholder group and, in fact, not even conducting 11 Chris D’Elia, who is a Professor at the
12 research in the Bay-Delta system. So based on that 12 University of Maryland, said it is absolutely clear that
13 decision it was necessary to s~ the panel’s review13 the CalFed ERPP is an enormously important and ambitious
14 not on specific questions but rather on the broad concepts14 activity on the national level.
15 and the structure of the document. 15 The difficulty is in its complexity in ensuring
16 The deliberations of this panel took place over 16 that there is a focused attempt to integrate -- sorry -- to
17 four days, and here is the structure that we used. 17 integrate research with management needs and he felt that
18 We created a series of 12 broad questions and 18 the advice that the panel gave would be very helpful in
19 we asked the panelists to.consider the questions after a 19 helping with the implementation of the ERPP. So that was
20 short presentation from CalFed staff so Dick Daniel or 20 Chris D’Elia’s comment. Chris is very active in working on
21 Sharon Gross would make a 10 to 15 minute presentation to21 the Chesapeake Bay.
22 set the context, we’d pose the question and then the panel22 He is also the Director of the Maryland Sea
23 would deliberate. It was my job as Panel Facilitator to 23 Grant Program so he sees the need to balance science and
24 sum up the results of these deliberations. 24 management all the time in his work.
25 Now, assisting the Scientific Review Panel was 25 Now, another panelist who commented is
Pt~RT’A I’.FT. ,~. A.~.~t~.fA’i~l~_~ I’)~.PO.~l~i~i’t~" RI~..PORT~.R~ Pa(~. 1 "7 - Pat;~
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1 Dr. Paul Angermeier. He is at Virginia Tech and also veryl ecological zones covered by this plan. There could be a
2 active in the Chesapeake. 2 rehabilitation emphasis in some zones or in some watersheds
3 He has a particular specialization in creating 3 and in other cases for a particular species we might really
4 indicators to measure ecosystem improvements and he noted4 been talking about restoration. This is not just a
5 that the breadth and the complexity of this project is more5 semantic issue.
6 demanding than anything that’s been done or is being done6 It really does go to the core of what the goals
7 in the United States and he really commended CaWed staff7 are with the ERI’I’. Another recommendation was to simplify
8 from that standpoint. 8 and clarify the focus.
9 He also said, well, the tone of this report is 9 Lessons were drawn from other ecosystem

10 a bit critical but bear in mind that that’s the way 10 restoration, notably in the Chesapeake Bay, and it was
11 scientists work. They respond in critical ways. That’s 11 pointed out that in the Chesapeake in the early days of
12 how they give useful critique and feedback on research 12 work there there were really only two or three broad goals
13 projects and papers, and then one more comment more on the13 that drove the whole program.
14 event itself from Joy Zedler. 14 The point was also made that a simple focus
15 Joy is a specialist in wetland restoration out 15 makes it much easier to communicate the program goals to
16 of San Diego State, moving on to take the Luna Leopold16 the public and thereby raise publlc support for the
17 Chair in ecological restoration at the University of 17 program.
18 Wisconsin. She said she felt this was a very positive 18 Another point that was made is that this
19 experience. Not only was the Committee thoughtful but 19 document and this plan needs to be structured around
20 CalFed staff and agency experts were very receptive to 20 conceptual models.
21 input. 21 There needs to be some idea about how the
22 NOW, a number of the panelists commented that 22 system works and the suggestion was made to build
23 they had been on other activities of this kind. This group23 conceptual models of three scales. The first broad scale
24 of eight reaches an unusual level of consensus amongst24 is literally the whole ecosystem and that’s a very
25 themselves and in fact all of the advice and 25 challenging thing to do.

Page 22 Page 24
1 recommendations presented today and in the report are a1 A second scale is to look at a more specific
2 consensus of the full panel. 2 portion of the ecosystem and this diagram started out as
3 So the way the panel stmclxm~ its work was to 3 the sort of scientific equivalent as a back of a napkin
4 answer these 12 questions and then they decided they wanted4 sketch. Joyce Zedler (phonetic) and Michael Barber, two of
5 to caucus so they broke off the public meeting 5 our panelists, during their afternoon deliberation actually
6 two-and-a-half days into the activity. 6 sketched this out in about half an hour to try and explain
7 They spent about half a day camcusing, 7 the relationship between creating tidal marsh or choosing
8 reviewing their findings and recommendations and they came8 to maintain land in a dike seasonal wetland kind of
9 up with another set of atrout six or so recommendations that9 environment and what the consequences would he, what the

I0 wem presented on the final day of the panel, andwhatI 10 outputs would be in terms of both the functions of the
11 want to do very briefly is just summarize what some of 11 ecosystem and in terms of the wildlife that wouid be
12 those main recommendations were. 12 accommodated.
13 The first was a concern about the word 13 So they made the simple representation of a
14 restoration. The suggestion was made to CalFed staf~ to14 model and suggested that CalFed staff try and build the
15 really choose whether we are talking about a true 15 revised Em’l’ more around models of this kind.
16 restoration path which is a return to historical conditions16 Now, in the third scale there are models that
17 and native species or whether, in fact, in some systems or17 are quantitative and predictive. They didn’t give examples
18 some parts of this ecosystem we are really talking about18 of those but the consistent advise here is have a clear
19 rehabilitation, which would talk about perhaps building up19 vision of cause and effect relationships, show it
20 the populations of striped bass or other introduced species20 graphically and draw in it a format that the public can
21 and the point was made that this really does have some 21 understand.
22 fairly significant public policy consequences for the whole22 One of the other very consistent and major
23 program. 23 pieces of advice from the panel was the need to embed
124 The point was also made this choice does not 24 outside scientific expertise in the adaptive management
25 have to be made for the whole Bay-Delta. There are 14 25 process.
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1 approach, please? 1 of the morn desirable introduced species were inthe

2 SCOTT MCCREARY: The hybrid approach, 2 system, that we had to knowledge that, recognize the

3 Dick, perhaps you can amplify this if I blow it, but one 3 limitations on the system associated with that and in

4 opportunity for stating targets for ecosystem restoration 4 particular with regard to the invasive species put together
5 is to say let’s just go back to historical conditions. 5 a plan that would effectively reduce the rate of

6 That’s one way of setting targets. 6 introduction and more feasible deal with conflicts from
7 Another way of setting targets is let’s really 7 invasive species but recognize that in some cases we have

8 emphasize threatened and endangered species. They really8 to live with them.
9 need help and so on. 9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Anybody else?

10 Dick, do you want to amplify that a bit? 10 Byron, did you have a question?
i 1 MR. DANIEL: Yes, I would, l 1 MR. BUCK: ~egative headshake)
12 Working throHgh the BDAC ecosystem workgroup we 12 SCOTT MCCREARY: okay. A couple of other

13 came to the conclusion that we really didn’t have a natural13 final themes that will appear in the panel’s report.
14 model to establish our targets, that we couldn’t go back to14 They did address the question of the
15 pre-disturbance and, in fact, that sort of responds to the 15 appropriateness of the relationship between targets and

16 honesty statement about how we ought to call this a 16 implementation objectives and they actually very much liked

17 rehabilitation program as opposed to a restoration progrmm17 tim format that the CalFed staff used in the ERPP in

18 Fortunately, I can keep the same acronym in the process of18 portraying this relationship but they also suggested ways

19 doing that. 19 to strengthen it by adding some particular detail and

20 But what the workgroup concluded was that in 20 making some choices about what targets and what

21 some cases, particularly where we are looking at ecosystem21 implementation objectives were really highlighted.

22 processes and functions u.~n~g a natural model to try and22 Also, this question elicited some commentary

23 emulate these natural processes in the ecosystem was a good23 about resla’tmturing the sequence of the document itself in

24 idea. 24 restructuring the contents of volume one the sugge~on was

25 The workgroup also then suggested that we could25 nmde perhaps the volume one should be not the sort of

Page 30 Page 32
I use a more recent historical period, the early .’60’s, the 1 Executive Summary that we saw perhaps in earlier drafts but

2 early ’70’s, what have you, wheee we had population data on 2 rather it should give an overview of the whole program

3 our species and where the sciemists agreed that there was 3 along with timelines and some of the trade-offs inlxaxmt in

4 some appropriate degree of balance between the amount of 4 imputing the program. So give volume one or the first

5 development in the system and the population response from 5 part of the document or the description of the program a

6 many other species that are now ¢mdan~a~ed. 6 bit more of an implementation focus.

7 A third method that we used and was agreed upon 7 ~ was a vta3r interesthag and lively debate

8 by the workgreup was the concept that we diagnose a problem 8 about the appropriateness of the geographic scope and the

9 and provide a prescription t-o--resolve that problem. The 9 tiering of actions.

I0 typical example is unscreened diversions. The diagnosis is 10 The panel had different points of view on this

i i there is you are losing fish to unscreened diversions. If 11 question and I would say this was the one question where we
12 you screen it, that will resolve that illness or problem in 12 really did hear divergence of opinion. In tbe tmd what the

13 tl~ ecosystem and you can go forward. 13 panel said was the tiering approach seems appropriate.

14 Frankly, I was a little concerned about how the 14 However, CalFed has not quite made the case, has not made a

15 scientific community might respond to this multi-variant 15 defensible ease as to why we need all these tiers.

16 approach of developing tarsi. They said it’s a practical 16 Now, them were some voices on the panel who

17 response to the lack of data and to the concerns in tbe 17 said let’s stay close to home, let’s focus on the Central

18 sysl~ma. They were really quite supportive of that. 18 Delta, let’s really not spread our resources too thin even

19 MR. HILOEBRAND: HOW did the panel deal 19 though the resources for this program are very significant.

20 with the growing problem of the growing population of 20 Oth~ said this is our b~t hope for go~_g after the

21 exotic species? 21 tributaries and the watersheds. The point was made that

22 MR. DANIEL: They wanted us to acknowledge 22 w~lands in central and south San Francisco Bay can be

23 that, to deal with the fact that in addition to those that 23 refugia for certain wetland species so those panelists

24 you characterize as problem Slx~eies, the invasive sl~eies 24 argued for a broader scope so there was a real on the one

25 that we were not going back to a Ix:tied in time before some 25 hand or on tbe othe~ hand kind of a tug on this question.
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i On the point about advice for clarifying and 1 So here is where we go next with ihls:.
2 resolving conflicts again the panel felt that the document 2 We will distribute the panel’s report and I
3 perhaps did not fully acknowledge some of the conflicts and 3 believe the objective is to distribute the report tomorrow
4 did uot trace their basis. Why are there conflicts between 4 or perhaps even this afternoon and you’ll see that the
5 reaching different objectives and what are some of the 5 panel’s advice has three parts to it. One are some of the
6 trade-offs inherent in trying to resolve those? 6 main themes that I very briefly presented here.
7 Another very big topic of discussion was advice 7 The second is a set of additional ¯

8 on the role of hydrological analysis. One of the members 8 recommendations that the panel made and the third part of

9 of our panel was Tom Dunn. 9 the advice is a response to every one of 12 questions that

I0 Tom co-authored the book with ’Wearer and I0 we posed. So you’ll have that full report.

11 Environmental Planning" with Luna Leopold and is really one I I Our plan is to review the results of this
12 of the eminent hydrologists in California and took it upon 12 report at the November BD^C ecosystem restoration workgroup

13 himself to write quite a lengthy answer to this question 13 and then to bring comments from the workgroup and the full
14 but very briefly he said, you know, elassieaily hydrology 14 report back to you for a more extensive discussion at your

15 focuses on water, on volume of water, duration of flow 15 December ~.
! 16 events, depth and things of that nature, but there is a 16 Staff is already, of course, reviewing the
17 whole other aspoct of hydrology, the movement of solids 17 panel’s reconma~dations contemplating how to incorporate
18 down the system, the geomorphology of the five* channel he 18 that in the next round of the Em’e document and in the
19 said reaily has not been given equal weight or eqtud 19 draft preferred alternative but we’ll continue

20 attention. 20 deliberations on those points as well.

21 We need to bring both of those sets of analyses 21 So that’s - that concludes my presentation.
22 and models togetlxa" and those two sets focusing on the 22 I’d be happy to answer any questions.

23 water and the solids neod to come togetlx~ with ecological 23 C~,AmM~ MA~tOAN: Questions? Byron, then

24 analysis to really answer ~ question what kind of a 24 Ann and Bob.
25 hydmgraph will generate the kind of ecological restoration 25 MR. BUCK: Imck on the question of
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1 that we are looking for. So it was a vea’y intere~Sng and 1 Geographic Scope you mentioned that some of the panelists

2 fairly complex discussion. 2 argued for maybe shrinking the scope.
3 Thexe were aiso points about strategies to 3 Did they give any biological criteria or the
4 address scientific uncertainty and, as I said, there was a 4 justif’tcation as to where you might draw that line?

5 sqrong ~ that son~ of the scientific conflicts need 5 SCOTT MCCRE.ARY: Ola tile cotltrary, riley
6 to be laid out morn clearly and that we need to trace the 6 felt that the justification for including the upper
7 basis of those conflicts back to data or assumptions or 7 watershed had not ~ made as clear as it cotlld be. There

8 diffemat anaiytic methods and that this is one of the 8 was a specific critique made that the role of f’Lre is given
9 things the science body cout~l-contdbute. 9 extensive coverage in the document but t.h_ere is not a case

10 And on advice to strength~ implementation 10 made for tile role of" f’tre, for example, in shaping the
111 there was a very strong message that public involvmnent and 11 ecosystem. So they weren’t giving biological criteria for
12 public support is just as important as scienc~ in 12 setting the scope.

13 implementing this kind of a program and thv case was made. 13 Rather they were saying set the scope based on
14 Simple indicators, clear goals, short statements, a clear 14 these concepttlal models based on some testable hypotheses,

15 implementation path are absolutely essential to buildln__g 15 have some clear cause and effect relationships in your mind

16 that kind of public support and that can really stmngth~ 16 that justify s~-t2ng the scope and tl~ tiering of‘ actions
17 implementation and finally the panel said w~’d ~ to 17 that’s laid out in the plan.

18 continue to interact with CalFed. They felt as you can s~:¢ 18 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: okay. Anll.

19 from the initial quotes that this was a ve~ useful 19 MS. NOTI~OFF: I want to compliment CalFed
20 activity. 20 staff for ptlttitl~ together this panel which I thJ!lk real2y

21 Though, the panel ranges across the United 21 has brought to light a lot of‘ really important and serious
22 States we do have three Californians and two Nevadaus who I22 recom_mendations that I think we ~eed to take very seriously
23 think am in ready striking distance of Sacramento and 23 and I gtless as far as ~ response [ certainly would hope

24 there really is interest on the part of the pand to 24 that weql see something that’s [ike an F.IR/EIs, youknow,

25 continue to be involvlxl with the CaiFed ~ 25 with the COllllllL~ts of‘ th~ panel laid otlt and ~ CalFed’s
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1 Bob. 1 incorporate this into the ERP~’ at this time of year on
2 Thank you. 2 short notice is virtually impossible.
3 M~ MEACHn~: t think that mine’s probably 3 We can make the commitment in the draft
4 more of a comment than a question. It’s going to focus on 4 EIR/EIS. A lOt of what the panel suggested to us is simply
5 the geographical scope and before I make my comment I want5 a matter of documenting the process that we went through.
6 tO ~ th~ BDAC Board know w~ I’m coming from. 6 Frankly, a lot of that is in the computer. One of the
7 [ sat on th= Sierra N~vada Research Project, 7 comments that Scott didn’t make that’s in the draft report
8 which were the stakeholdo’s that formed the questions for 8 that I read was, you know, you need to cite-more

9 the scientists to study in the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem 9 references.

I0 Project. 10 I made a mistake and told the staff well, let’s
11 I was a key contact in that project for tl~ I l keep the number of references down to a manageable level.
12 rural counties within the Siena Nevada and was also in 12 They a~ all in the computer. We can regenerate them.
13 -P1acerville and El Dorado when they came out with their 13 Issues relative to the Geographic Scope,

14 final findings. 14 frankly, I thought they were very supportive of our
15 I hold it vcxy suspect that a scientist would 15 watershed level approach but th~ suggested that we
16 tak~ economic considerations into making a dCmrmination 16 document the processes more completely and do a better job
17 whethex or not som~thing’s worth doing. To say that you 17 ofgxplainingtherelatioushipbetweentheuppexwatea’shed

18 onty have so much money so w~ are not evea going to look at 18 proce~ss~ and the Bay-Delta system. We can do that and we
19 this area or it’s not important bccaus~ you don’t have it 19 will do that.
20 in your budget to m~ is not ~ science. If you arc asked 20 But the point I wanted to get across is that to
21 to look at somcthing you should look at it and not woxry 21 expect us to be able to convene a group of scientists this
22 about wh¢~ th¢ money’s coming from to do it. 22 group took four or five months to bring them together for
23 You certainly did not do that in th~ Sicaxa 23 fOur days’ worth of work. We can’t bring another group
24 Nevada Ecosystem Project and to furthex stal~ that there 24 ~ this together, have thean do their work, havg thean

25 wasn’t th~ information or, Scott, you can e, lahora~ on it, 25 reach consensus, have them approve a report or a plan
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1 regarding the f’u’e component in the upper watemheds themI revision and get it to tl~ printer by January 15th. Even
2 is certainly a lot more than the f’we component to this 2 though we are CalFed w~ can’t do that.. And we have to come

3 Bay-Delta situation than the fire component and we tried to3 to grips with that.
4 get Don Ermon (phonetic), who was the head of the SieaTa4 But that do~ not preclude us from taking th~

5 Nevada Ecosystem Project to Chair the scientific panel but5 ddilxa-a~ ~ to do a good job, to have it done by ~

6 because of glitches in the system he was unable to do so. 6 spring and incorpora~ it into the program, and at least in

7 I f~e[ that the entire uppor watemheds we~ not well 7 my conversations with my colteaq~ucs on th~ sniff ~ don’t

8 reputed in the process simply by the comments that came8 conclude that not having this work done would represent a

9 out from the scientific p~---61. So that’s my comment. 9 serious dcgicimcy in the Emmm analysis of impacts but
I0 CHAIR_MAN MADIGAN: Tha~ you. 10 most certainly I agree that it will stro~then tl~ plan and
11 Roberta~ 11 go forward.

12 MS. BORGONOVO: I think that Dick has gone 12 TI~ otlmr part of it is a lot of th~ comments
13 back to answer the question, but many of ottr comments did13 fromttmgronpwercfocnscdonourvolunmthrce,,whichis
14 c~ntgr upon the timing is~ and I think that Dick had 14 titkxi a working draft, and we recognized in advance that a

15 tried to address that, but when you say that it won’t be 15 lot of work mxxts to bc done on how you go ahout

16 incorporated into the EIR/EIS there was a real concern that15 implemmfing th~ program, developit~g tt~ monitoring plan,
17 that would be desirable to do that, and I know that we’ll17 identifying needs for foonscd research and how one would

18 discuss that in November but that was a big issue. 18 phase in implm-,mtation of the program and support adaptiw
19 MR. DANIEL: Most certainly l agr~ that 19 manag~mmt.
20 it’s desirable. It’s not real and I’m very sincere about 20 TI~ c~ts that they made about incorporating
21 that. 21 independent scicac~ in th~ review of the adaptive
22 The schedule that we ar~ on has us s~lding the 22 numagammt results as you get tl~ data in ar~ very

23 draft programn’mtic E~R/EIS to the printer on or about 23 appropriate.

24 January 15th. In ordea" to convene a group of prominent] 24 It was not possible at the point in time that

25 scientists to help us develop a comprehensive response and we put the drafts of the mu’P out for public review to

PIOR’VA f.l~. ~. A.~.~t~.IATI~.~ I)~l~-~.~ITl~l Ri~.P~tRT~.R.q Paca ~tl - Pace.
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1 echo some of the comments from the scientists, emphasize1 actions and dealing with those is a different issue?

2 some of them, and those comments fall into about three 2 MR. DANIEL: Yes. Dealing with those is
3 general categories, sort of the scientific foundation type 3 specific.
4 stuff, very specific issues where we may have had an error4 Where we said it was nine and somebody

5 or an omission in the document and a middle group that 5 commented that it ought to be ten we can go back and
6 talks a little bit more about policy related to the Em’P. 6 evaluate whether or not it ought to be ten or justify why
7 We ale working on incorporating those comments,7 it ought to be nine and we have a lot of those kind of

8 evaluating the questions that have conm up, and we’ve been8 comments.

9 going out to the public in a series of informal meetings to9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Sunne.
l0 deal in a geographic basis what the comments.that people10 MS. McPEAK: What I’ve heard in the

11 have brought up. 11 presentation is aset of recommendations for refinement,

12 We’ll be able to respond to a lot of that 12 clarification, how to model, perhaps the hypotheaes.
13 through changes in the ERPP as it’s incorporated into the13 My question is did the panel propose any
14 programmatic EIR/EIS in February. 14 different or significantly alteax~d hypotheses and did th~

15 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Byron. 15 then, ff the~ we~ different hypotheses, propose any

16 MR. BUCK: Dick, let me paraphrase what I 16 diffeaent science than what we are working on?
.17 think I hear gaff coming from. 17 Is there any contradiction of the s~ience
18 What you got out of the panel discussion was 18 assl!mptiorls that are (Xtlb~dd~ in th~ ERPP that ~ Out

19 comments that thea’e needs to be more work on structure and19 of the scientific panel review?
20 support of the ERPP and that you need models and further20 MIL DANIEL: I’Ll respond and then I would

21 justification of t!~ impleanentafion actions and that your 21 like Scott to give a more independent view.
22 work on that -- further work on that won’t Likely change22 " I didn’t hear anything that suggested that the

23 the actual implementation actions which are in the plan 23 hypotheses that we did articulate or the background that we

24 much and so, therefore, since those won’t change to any24 did use, the concepts that we are pursuing, the fact that
25 great degree they are an inadequate basis to do the EIR/EIS25 we are looking at ecosystem processes how they support
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1 impact analysis at this point. 1 habitats and then shbseqnenfly species, I didn’t s~ any
2 Is that a fair statement7 2 criticism of that. I did not hmr any alternative

3 M~ DANmu Yes, I think so. The 3 hypotheses present, d.
4 conversion of this draft Em- or this draft ecosysttan 4 Rather, the focus was you’ve done some pretty

5 restoration plan into a programmatic ~ will involve 5 good work here. You could do a bett~ job ff you provided
6 stating targets in terms of ranges. It will he very 6 folks with the hypo~ that you are advancing ~ with
7 programmatic. 7 ttm mode/to support that hypothes~ and a process to test
8 Thgy always criticize me when I say fuzzy but 8 it in the environm~t.

9 programmatic in nature, anclTdidn’t see in the scientific 9 Ct-LMRMAN MADIGAN: Scott.
10 ’ revi~-’~v panel’s comments issnes whtm proImrly responckxt to 10 SCOTT MCCKEARY: [ ~ I sLlbstalatially

11 that would change the magnitude of the potmtial impact of 11 agr~. ~ were ~ or four concepts that the pane/

12 the program. 12 brought forward that are were not highlighted bcfoze

!13 We are trying to be very broad in our analysis 13 perhaps to the e~aent that they could he by CalFed.
14 for the Emmm, but rather tim vast majority of their 14 One was the idea of an index of biotic

] 15 comments we~ things like you could do a bO!¢r job of 15 integrity, a way of slmmfing up information about the

! 16 explaining your approach if you used a conceptual model. 16 biology of the system in a simple way to kind of convey how

17 You need to bring in scientific exix~dse. 17 it’s doing, the state of tlm ecology of the systmL That
18 That’s not going to change the degree of 18 was - that’s not a new hypothesis but it’s a st~cific
19 impact, those kinds of comments and that’s why I ft~! 19 idea. I think it’s diff~mat than the indicators work

20 comfortabk: in taking the deliberate approach to respond 20 that’s born dotm so far by CalFcd.

21 and refine tl~ docunmnt rather than rush to get it done in 21 A second thtm~ was the idea of randomness or

22 a very short time frame simply so that that could be an 22 what is called stochasficity (phonetic), the variation in

23 accompanying part of the EIR/EIS. 23 the system from year to year and from season to season in

24 M~ BUCK: YOU are g,~aing sIx~ifi¢ :24 runoff events and the idea that you can’t just plan for a

25 commits from otlxa" stake/mkka’s on Slxcific impkxtmnmfion25 single type of hydrograph on an annual basis. You have to
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I look at interannual variability. I recognize that’s not feasible or desirable in the present

2 And then a third concept is don’t just look at 2 situation but as recently as yesterday, ~ate yesterday I
3 . the water part of hydrology, look at the sediment part, 3 received a communication from the staff, a copy of it’s in
4 look at the geomorphology of the channel, look how it’s 4 your blue folder that was passed out today (indicating),
5 changing, don’t just concentrate on the textbook model of5 and it says that the San Joaquin River prior to development
6 tl~ river channel. Think about how it changes because this6 was a broad floodplain type river that frequently moved

7 is a very altered system. 7 outside its banks and the vision is to recreate as much of
8 And then a fourth idea was the idea of making. 8 the floodplain as practicable and to do this will result in
9 the case for the recommendations, both by citing the 9 more deposition of fine sediment in the floodplain of the

10 literature and by establishing these cause ,and effect 10 San Joaquin River up~ of tl~ Delta and would increase
11 relationships and just one brief response to Bob on the 11 the desire to salt would be an increase in the alluvial
12 watershed linkage and representation on the panel, I think12 sods in the floodplain but wb.en later in the same

13 the way th~ panel ultimately came out was ~ scope is 13 communication it acknowledges that the flows that are

14 f’me. There were arguments on both sides. Some people14 expected to occur for ten-day periods or hoped to occur for
15 said shrink it. Others said definitely embrace Central and15 ten-day periods even in wet years other than flood years is

16 South San Franeiseo Bay. 16 going to be in the order of ten, 11,000CFS.
17 The economic argument was one of half dozen put17 Well, that amount of water doema’t rise up out

18 "forward. At the end of the day th~ panel said the scope is18 of the charmel. It isn’t going to overflow anything. It

19 about right. You need to make the case better for why19 isn’t going to deposit any sediments on the alluvial plain
20 you’ve got the scope so l don’t think that they actually20 and we don’t have the capability of going higher than that
21 said ignore tt~ water~ed but they did come back to this21 except in flood years because of all of this demand for
22 business about conceptual models. 22 water for various purposes by th~ exotic human species

23 CI-IALRMAN MADIGAN: All fight. I have two 23 we’ve got.

24 more, Alex and then I have under public comment Gary.24 So it’s a vision that i~sn’t going to happen and
25 MR. mLDEB~.A!~: well, I think it’s both 25 we ought to accept the fact it isn’t going to happen.
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I desirable and important to be making all of these 1 Now, when we do have a flood year, we can have
2 scientific analyses. ’Uaey are much needed, but we seem to 2 more overflow but we have something on the order of, I

3 be losing sight of tbe fact that’s not the only analysis 3 believe, of a hundred thousand acres of d~dieated refuges
4 that’s needed in relation to this m~PP. 4 and grassland districts and so forth that are no longo"
5 TI~ question is not whether something is just 5 accepting full overflow and instead of talking about
t5 scientifically desirable but wlx~ber it’s feas~le, and we 6 restoring th~ full unimpeded overflow into those lands

7 don’t seem to be analyzing that very well 7 which would help with the flood problem as well they want

8 Let me give an example. I grew up in the 8 to buy new lands of a much smaller quantity which wouldn’t
9 Berkeley hills. It’s a bunch-of open fields, m~adowlarks 9 achieve anywhere near the benefit of restoring full

10 in the backyard, flowing creek a short distance from the 10 unimpeded flow in the ones we’ve got so I think we need a
11 house, and it was very nice, but then the exotic human 11 reality check in this thing and I don’t like to see us keep

12 spocies moved in, crowded out all of that. ~isnoway 12 putting that off and time is running out.
13 you can go back to it no matter bow scientifically 13 As Dick has said, we don’t have much time and
14 desirableitwonldbe. 14 if we aren’t making the reality eheek tbe same time we are
15 Now, we have tbe same situation in the Valley 15 doha4~ the scientific review we are going to end up doing

16 but it’s not quite as obvious. The human species demands 16 some kind of sRly things, in my opinion.

17 food, which consumes a lot of water. They export a lot of 17 Cm~mV_A~ ~,d)ZOA~r: Thank you, Alex.

18 water to the Bay Area. 18 Public eouunent, the only request I have for

19 They export water from the San Ioaquin system 19’ public comment is from Gary Bobker. Gary.
20 to the south, from the north to the south and there is no 20 OARY aoar~: thanks, Mike.
21 way you can go back to the stream system that we had before21 Gary Bobker, Bay Institute.

22 and yet we still seem to have the desire to do that. 22 It’s a little frustrating and disturbing to see
23 The earlier proposal which I think is still in 23 the CalFed staff, which it works very hard and has done
24 all the write-ups that you wotdd get the San loaquin River 24 some exeellem work on the ecosystem restoration placed in

25 to m~ander som~ more seems to have been abandoned now and I 25tl~ position of spearheading what is likely to promise to
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I he tlm most comprehensive ecosystem restoration programI Ca!Fed has a lot of experts in the Bay-Delta
2 ever undertaken but not given the time and resources to do2 system. What I think they need are some additional people

3 the job right. That is something that we should really3 who have expertise in doing something that’s very difficult
4 think very seriously about. 4 to do and hasn’t been done very much and that’s think on a

5 Scott and Dick gave a very accurate 5 systems basis, some systems ecologists, landscape
6 representation of the work of the ERPP scientific Review 6 ecologists, environmental planners to help them out to be

7 Panel. 7 brought into the program as well as for the Scientific
8 I want to stress, though, that the issues that 8 Review Panel to play a continuing and very active role in

9 the Scientif’tc Review Panet brought up are very serious9 the development of the EP.t’P.
10 issues. They do not make the ERPP fatally flawed in theI0 We also think that a number of focused
l 1 ¯ sense that the Eget, represents a comprehensive menu. 11 technical workshops where technical experts are invited to

12 CalFed staff Under Dick’s direction has really identified a12 deal with specific areas that need to be developed in the
I3 very full suite of implementation measures to achieve 13 Em’P is the way to go and this can help us to meet some of
14 restoration that try to address underlying causes of 14 the ambitious goals that we’ve set for ourselves. We.also
15 degradatiou of the ecosystem. That’s a very important and15 need to think, ofcourse, about the time that we have to do
16 very worthwhile achievement. It’s not a restoration plan.16 this and if we are going to keep to the ambitious schedule

17 The kinds of shortcomings that the Sdienfific 17 that’s been laid out for us, which I’ve questioned in the

18 Review Panel identified, which are a lack of clear, 18 past, then I think we need to think about what it is we are

19 well-articulated objectives, clear and well-defined 19 going to achieve in the documents and we have a ~t

20 conceptual models and the underpinnings of an adaptive20 coming out in a few months.

21 management approach realIy are either lacking or not 21 What will that document be capable of doing and

22 developed nearly as much as they need to be. 22 how should it be viewed, as a milestone to what?
23 In essence the panel I think validated many of 23 The final thought that I want to leave you with

24 the criticisms that we have been raising for the last year 24 is that providing a sound and defensible conceptual
25 and which are contained in the comments that have been25 framework for the ERPP is not just an issue for the
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1 submitted by my organization, by the eavironmmtal defens~ 1 long-term restoration implementation program over the next
2 funds, by the Nature Conservancy, which ff they don’t know 2 25 or 50 years.
3 how to do restoration, nobody does, and by ottm~. 3 It’s important for the next couple years as we
4 If the conceptual framework which mak~ a plan 4 spend hundreds of millions of dollars of funds that have
5 rather than a menu is not part of a draft man~s, then I 5 been allocated to restoration which are -- have been
6 would suggtmt to you that that draft Era/ms is deficient 6 earmarked to be spent over the next couple years. We want

7 and can’t be used as tbe basis for a final decision on 7 to make sure that that is spent wisely. Now, Ifm co-Chair

8 ecosystem restoration or the comprehensive water managmmat8 of the ecosystem roundtable.

9 program that CalFed t~pres~a--is, and I would disagre~ 9 We have just been given recommendations from

10 slightly with my colleague, Byron -- by the way, Byron, 10 technical and integration panels as to how to spend 60

11 weacome -- congratulations on your elevation to the 11 miLLion dollars and we are not going to try and
12 rarified heights here. 12 second-guess those panels or say they are doing a bad job.

13 M~BtrCK: can I eome down and stand next 13 I think they are doing a goodjob.
14 to you for old times sake? 14 The whole scientific and technical process has

15 OAR,/~oBr.mu You can rub my rabbit’s 15 improved tremendously over the last few years, but it’s not

16 foot. 16 where it needs to be in the end. It needs to be part of a
17 The implementation measures that are in the 17 well thought out comprehensive plan. We are not quite

18 EReP may ehang~ as the restoration planning framework 18 there yet.

19 changes. They need to be prioritized. That will affect 19 So the same sorts of things we need to do for

20 most likely the impact analysis that needs to occur at all 20 the ERPP are the same sorts of things we need to do in

21 stages of the em and ms. 21 order to justify how we are going to spend 85 million

22 We have made suggestions to CalFed as to ways 22 dollars in the coming year and hundreds of millions of

23 that they can deal with this. 23 dollars more so there is a lot that rides on this and so I
24 For one thing ~ are some major new 24 would strongly urge that CalFed dedicate whatever resources
25 resources that they need. 25 and take whatever time it takes to do this right because I
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1 higher lev~l of sophistication and then concurr~ce around! able to do that.
2 it on the indicators. 2 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thank you.
3 . The modeling needs to be done against that, and 3 Alex.
4 that I think I would really want to encourage that piece of4 MR. HILDEBRAND: I still haven’t heard how
5 the work. 5 and when we are going to make a -- or subject this ERPI’ to

6 MR. t),~a’ClEL: tn fact, we am emphasizing 6 a reality check into conformance with the solution
7 indicators. We’ve done quite a bit of work on indicators. 7 principles and I don’t see how we can consider that it’s
8 There is a substantial mount that needs to be done. I 8 ready to adopt until that’s done.

9 think I will be able to let a specific contract to have a 9 CI-UdRMAN MADIGAN: DO you want to say
10 group of experts review our indicators on areasonably 10 anything?

11 quick turn around time -- 11 Do you want to respond, Mary?
12 MS. MCVEAK: what do you expect that to 12 MS. SELKIRK: We are going to
13 be? !13 have -- there is going to be a much more thorough review of
14 MR. DANIEL I’m hoping to have that done 14 tbe ERPl’ at the December meeting and I’m hoping by then
15 in January. ~15 we’ll have some kind of defined work plan as a result of
16 MS. MCPEAK: The contract let or the work !16 the restoration workgroup, a piece of which I assume wiLl

17 done? 17 be how addition~2 expertkse at the landscape level will be
]18 M~DAmEL: The work done. 18 partieipating in the revision of the ERel’ and I’m
19 MS. MCVEAI~ oh, terrific. 19 assuming -- I don’t want to speak for you, Dick, but that

120 MR. DANIEL: Indicators that have been a 20 part of that work plan will have .to include putting
21 high emphasis item in this program from day one. We’ve21 specific implementation objectives to the test, the kind of
]22" held four different workshops on indicators. We’ve gotten22 test that I think you’re wanting to see, Alex.

a lot of input on indicators. I think we’ve made quite a 23 MIL DANIEL: It’s fun to try and listen to

24 bit of progress and it’s one of those issues that also will24 you and to have people whisper in my ear at the same time
25 be refined over time. 25 and provide responses.

Page 66 Page 68
1 zas. racev_.~a~ okay. 1 One of the. things that I know Lester would say
2 m~. o~rw_~ thank you. 2 ff he were here is that the reality ctx~k, the evaluation
3 CX-mnUahN Ma~t~: All right. We really 3 against solution prineiples that we all have embraced comes
4 need to move on but I have quick questions from Roberm and 4 as the package is put together.

5 Alex. Riqgat? 5 Is it realistic in a package to deal with
6 Ms. ~3rtc, ot~ovo: t just want~ to 13o back 6 environmental restoration mad rehabilitation, the water
7 to I think the point Annie is making and that is that when 7 quality program, the water supply and reliability program,

8 you sit on the ecosystem workgroup it’s really impoamat 8 the levee system vulnerability program.

9 for you as a member of m~K~-to be able to understand the 9 As a package does that represent a realistic
I0 process and certainly one of the recommendations from the 10 approach to trying to resolve the myriad of conflicts that

i 1 Scientific Review Panel was specifically on adaptive ! 11 we are dealing with here?

12 management. 12 Independently many people have already said

13 That seems so important because it’s such an 13 that they don’t consider astxmts of the ERPV to be
14 underpinning of the whole CalFed pro~ess and so that point 14 realistic, not just Mr. Hildebrand but amongst the many
15 was made overt and over again, how do you link the 15 comments that we’ve got, but once you put it into context

16 indicators and the mrgets and all of that with the 16 with the entire program you’ll be able to make a more

17 adaptive mana~amt approach but I think that ~lso many of 17 informed judgment mad that’s the way that we are proposing

18 tm are very sympathetic to the CalFed staff that has 18 to present it.
19 undertaken this e~.ormous task and it’s just that ff them 19 The ERel’ as a stand alone document is supposed
20 are the resources there, we think it can help the CalFed 20 to disappear when we put out the programmatic EIR/EIS. It

21 . staff to he able to reapond. 21 then becomes a chapter, an appendix, a component of the
22 What we talked about in our worlq~roup is it’s 22 much broader plan that we are working on.
23 either the whole timeline sliding which we have heard isn’t 23 MR. HILDEBRAND: In the meantime you plan

24 going to happen or it’s more resources in to help that 24 to spend a lot of money to implement the components of the
25 CalFedstaff. So I think it’s very important if CadFed is 25 ERPP before you do all this (shrugs shoulders).
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! ~ ~Dt6~: sunne. 1 California in general.
2 MS. McPEAK: Dick, I think you’re probably 2 MR. HILDEBRAND: Dick, you still haven’t
3 right. 3 dealt with the question that I raised relative to this
4 Lester would say that unless I were pressing 4 letter that I got yesterday (indicating), which says that
5 him because last meeting we had both the discussion on the 5 we are going to achieve a deposition of sediments by
6 m~Pe and on the core program and the issue was raised by 6 overflow in alluvial fan which can’t be -- won’t occur with
7 David and Alex and Stuart as to when the core program as 7 the flows that are proposed. It isn’t a question ofwho

8 well as the ~Ree would get submitted to the solution 8 wins and who loses, just that it won’t work.
9 principles. 9 MR. DANIEL: And I’m sure you know that I

I0 Let me stipulate to the fact that the solution 10 wrote that letter --
11 principles have to continue to be applied and we keep i I MR. HILDEBRAND: Yeah, I guessed that. I
12 looking at the solution principles against the package as 12 knew Lester signed it but he didn’t read it.
13 we go through the process and it’s somewhat iterative and 13 MR. DANIEL: ¥ouknow, I think he did.
14 tbett we take a look at it all again when we get tbe ~.z,~_xs 14 He’s pretty eonscionti.ous about that.
15 and the responses to all of tha comments as we get more 15 Alex, we acknowledge that you can’t manipulate
16 enligh~ but I think that ~ is - I expected today 16 ~ system, particularly, the San Joaquin River system to
17 becauso no oue countered wben we had general concummce or17 create floods --
18 acquiescence, no one disagr~x:d around this table last 18 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: okay. We’ve gone well
19 meeting that we would visit that issue. 19 beyond -- Dick, we’ve gone well beyond the time that we
20 At least as we understand the core program and 20 allocated for this issue and I trust that you and Alex will
21 we understand the m~i,P the issue of do the solution 21 discuss that specific item further.
22 principles apply, now, I sort of had faith in you guys that 22 Steve, did you have a brief comment?
23 you wouldn’t bring it forward if you didn’t think that the 23 MR. HALL: I’m going to pass,
24 solution principles applied but their needed to be some 24 Mr. Chaimaan.
25 kind of analysis and explanation of how ycal as staff and 25 CHAIR.MAN MADIGAN: Thank you. All l"~t.
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1 how Lester thought about all of this and that’s what I I Let’s move on.
2 think we were supposed to get into in part and if not now,2 I said earlier that there were a couple of
3 then as we move ahead in the next two days. That’s why we3 additional items under the notion of public outreach that I
4 are spending two days, is to get into this stuff. 4 wanted to get on the table at least today, although I
5 M_~ r)ANmt: uh-huh (yes). Yeah. 5 wanted to give everybody a chance to think about them
6 My response to Alex’s comment is more a matter 6 overnight and, Eric, specifically in terms of the f’mance
7 of you’ve got to put it into total context. Youhaveto 7 workgroup issues I’d like to ask you to talk to the group
8 look at the benefits to agriculture from the comprehensive8 for a minute. Yeah, now.
9 program versus the fact that there will be some habitat 9 MR. PaXSSELTrNE: Okay. Thank you,

10 restoration that will impact agricultural lands. I0 Mr. Chairman.
11 You have to look at the water quality program 11 The finance workgroup has been working for
12 in general in terms of its benefits to agriculture and tl~ 12 quite some time now to try and get a handle on the overall
13 costs in terms’ of some constraints on some various segments13 financing of this program and we f’md ourselves frankly
14 of society. 14 going around in circles trying to get a grip on the
15 To look at the ~a’~’ alone, you start looking at 15 speg. ifics of the matter when in fact some of the bases for
16 the ac~ of the land conversion, you start looking at16 these decisions really have not yet been dec!ded, and so we
17 the acreages that we are proposing for flood easements, you17 have come to the conclusion that there really are some
18 start looking at the costs independently. 18 basic policy issues that have to be decided by someone and
19 ’You most certainly would conclude that there 19 whether or not that’s BDAC We don’t know but we as a
20 are redirected impacts. They are just very expensive and20 corrllTlittee of BDAC want to bring it to BDAC as a whole.
21 perhaps not affordable and that the benefits are perceived21 Prior to the time that we can really get into
22 at least to be directed towards one segment of society as22 cost allocation and assignment of responsibility for the
23 opposed to California as a whole, but when you incorporate23 financing of this overall program.
24 that into the overall comprehensive CalFed Program, we24 The way that we looked at financing in general
25 certainly hope that everyone sees the overall benefits to 25 is to attempt to allocate the costs of the program
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1 Program proposes and how would people b¢ pmpa’ly cr~lit~d 1 to get some input and some views and some opinions on rids
2 for what tbey am alnmdy doing, and the point has also 2 from the BDAC for Eric and his group. So this will return

3 been made that people -- that crediting of current funding 3 tomorrow.
4 or potential current funding could be used as incetatiw to 4 Okay? Good. Thanks. I appreciate it.
5 get people to effectively do the fight thing; that is, to 5 MR. GRAFF: Mike.

6 do things that am consistent with and complimentary to the 6 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: All right. I’m sorry,

7 CalFed Program and they’d be motivated to do that by the 7 Tom.
8 fact that they’d be credited for what it cost them to do 8 Mg. GRAFF: This is just a comment for
9 that. 9 tomorrow’s discussion, I thought Eric’s summary of the
I0 So the crediting issue is another one that 10 conflicts that exist among the different points of view was

11 needs attention and some decisions need to be made as to I 1 very good.
12 how those credits would be applied, at what point erodit 12 I would add one additional problem/confl2ct
13 would begin, at what point in time, do w~ go back, do we 13 that has been highlighted by the events of last week.
14 start now, things like that. So those four main issues are 14 I know we are going to have a separate B(2)
15 questions that we really need an answer to. W~’vegota 15 discussion tomorrow but there is the additional problem
16 group.of people. 16 that even when funds are appropriated or authorized by a

17 I suppose it’s ve~j representative of the group 17 solemn statute for one purpose them is always the apparent
18 that’s bere in tbe entim mom today from all over tbe 18 possibility that the government decides it wants to use
19 State, people from a variety of baclqvotmds who am very 19 those funds for other purposes so as in the ease of

20 inl~ested in this f’maneing issue who I think have been 20 ecosystem restoration funding at the Federal level under
21 somewhat frustrated at our inability to get into a ease 21 both the CVP~A and last year’s Bay-Delta security act, both
22 study or to really attempt to at least try out some of 22 of which were very clearly designated for ecosystem
23 these ideas in an actual application of the various 23 restoration purposes the Federal Govemmgnt appears now to
24 principles and analytical techniques that have born 24 be proposing that some of those funds be diverted instead

25 suggested for dividing up costs amongst beadiciaries 25 to subsidize the purchase of water by agricultural
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1 because we’ve run up against inability to really answer I interests in the Central Valley.

2 these basic questions. 2 C2_AmMA~ MADIGA~: All right. Thank you.
3 And, frankly, we don’t find at -- at ~ at 3 The next item on the Agenda is -- oh, and by

4 tl~ moment we don’t have a lot of agreement even within our4 the way, I also had said earlier I wanted to schedule
5 Committee on how these questions ought to be resolved so I5 something for the ag urban negotiation update under the

6 suspect that this kind of thing is going to fall over into 6 same heading as the f’mance workgroup issues, I want to

7 all of the other portions of our deliberations here. 7 roll that over to this afternoon and get on with the

8 As Chairman Madigan indicated earlier, we are 8 restoration coordination, funding package.
9 in a box that’s getting sfiSa-I1er, sort of in a funnel, a 9 Mary, do you want to introduce this?

I0 funneling down and some decisions are going to have to be10 MS. SELKIRK: Kate Hansel who has been
11 made about exactly the direction that’s going to be taken11 working very closely with the ecosystem roundtable is going

12 and how we are going to do things. 12 to give a presentation today on the restoration
13 So, Mr. Chairman, that’s sort of a statement of 13 coordination funding package, which is $_e Agenda topic on
14 our problems and I’ll defer to your wisdom and that of BDAC14 which BDAC members were asked to declare whether or not

15 as to, number one, the process by which we ought to try to15 they had a remote interest.
16 answer those and, of course, hopefully we will be able to16 This is the package of ftmding proposals that
17 answer them. 17 include a category three monies and is the f’u’st series of

18 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thanks, Eric. These 18 restoration projects of huge diversity that havecome
19 are tough questions and we are getting to that point in the19 forward and been reviewed by the integration panel and the
20 life of this organization. 20 roundtable.
21 What I would like to do is bring this item back21 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Therefore, those who
22 tomorrow. I’ve taken it a little bit out of order on the 22 had something to declare earlier today, this would be an
23 public out~h notion so that you would hear this. 23 appropriate time to observe your declarations.

24 What I want you to do is think about this 24 Kate.
25 tonight because I’d like to bring it back tomorrow and try25 gATE HANSEL: Thank you.
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I I am going to primarily talk about the 1 July 28th and We did a rough screen of proposals. Then

2 recommended funding package that was put together by a2 we’re basically -the process this follows -- it’s pretty

3 technica[ panel called the integration panel and it’s in 3 scratched up.
4 your packet. 4 We had a two step process. We had technical
5 Unfortunately, it was split into two locations 5 review panels. We divided the 332 proposals that ~
6 in your packet and hopefully you found it. 6 requesting funding into 13 panels by subject so we had
7 It starts under restoration coordination tab 7 people that had expertise in water quality and mine waste
8 and completes itself, I think, under the HeP tab, the 8 maybe on one panel on habitat restoration on another and
9 previous tab. It’s fairly thick. 9 structures and fish screens on another, for examp~ and

10 And then the other housekeeping thin~ is there 10 those scored the proposals and evaluated them and those

11 is one page that was revised, just that there was a typo 11 comments moved on up to what we called the integration
12 under multiple species so I’ll pass that around just 12 panel where it was s~t up to be a balancing and a setting
13 to -- you can substitute your pages. 13 of revisiting of priorities of species and habitats and so
14 What we are going to do today is go through 14 the integration panel met over a three-month period but
15 some of the baclqground of tbe process, review some of the15 finally it took a five-day process to review all of th~
16 process. I’ll give you a summary of tt~ recommendations.16 recommendations out of the technical review panel and ther~

17 ~ are general recommendations and then 17 vce~ 150 proposals that weut to tbe integration panel from
18 we’ll take questions and comments and recommendations18 the 13 technical review panels. So that went and that is
19 throughout or primarily at the end. 19 what is in your packet as a summary.

20 But what I wanted to say up front is that 20 We vamt to the ecosystem rouudtable last week
21 CalFed has got on the track as many of you know of the21 and I can pass on some of the eoaunents there and then BI~AC

22 State contract law when we issued this RFP back in July and22 today, management team next week and then at the end of the

23 thought that was going to be the best process to follow. 23 process is policy group and then on to Secretary Wheeka"
24 The lack of guidance in the legislation wasn’t 24 for Final approval as it’s laid out in Prop 204.

25 clear that we had grant authority so under the timing and25 So that time frame is the end of November,
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I after some x~iew we went down that path. We’ve decided 1 early December for a final selection of proposals for this

2 and everybody else has also agreed that it doesn’t fit the 2 1997 round (indicating).
3 grant process and the flexibility and the otma public 3 A little background, what we laid out in the

4 process that we are trying to have at CalFed and we won’t 4 RFP and I brought to you probably every time I came in for

5 be doing that exact process again. We ~ we’ll be 5 a presentation was what were the eligible proposals. These
6 able to have more flexibility and much more public input 6 were all things that were laid out in the RFP. we had a

7 but we are finishing this round under State contract hw. 7 wide variety.
8 That’s why in your packet it doesn’t have 8 It was pretty much cast the net widely, as you

9 individual proposal harness-It just summarizes in various 9 remember, everything from construction land acquisition,

10 ways how that recommended 60,000,000 would be allocated and10 habitat restoration, water quality and monitoring both
11 that’s a combination of the Prop 204 60,000,000 and 11 projects, specific monitoring was included as well as kind
i2 10,000,000 out of CtNCA funds and som¢ of the funds are 12 of landscape comprehensive monitoring to make sure we are
13 being held back for eontingency and reserves and 13 tracking what we are doing and seeing if it works and

14 administration. 14 feeding into the next and future rounds. Other category

15 So that’s just some olmaing commmts. 15 was basically guidance that we cotfld fund education,
16 We have s6me integration panel n~nlx~s in the 16 research and O and M but to a lesser extent. Those could

17 audience, so when we get into questions about the 17 be considered. They weren’t completely excluded from

18 recomm~datious I’d lilm to be able to call on s~ral of 18 eligibility. We laid out scoring criteria.
19 them. There was a 20 member panel and I think we have 19 Some of the feedback we are getting is that we

20 three or four in tbe audience. 20 should have waited the criteria. V~en we gent through this
21 So I’m going to start with some backsround just 21 process early on some people were saying not to wait it.
22 .for some review so you can see what led into these 22 Let’s let the integration panel do the waiting. That’s

23 recommendations and what is the basis. 23 where the flexibility is.

24 Again, this is the evaluation selection process 24 But there were seven criteria, each got ten
25 that we’ve ~ in since tbe proposals va~ rec~ved on 25 points and so it was a total score of 70. If you got 40
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i v~ opened the door to opening that as an eligible type 1 KATE HANSEL: Tht~ primary funding for
2 proposal so that and it’s just high cost to address this 2 this -- none of this funding is for construction of a flood
3 stressor. 3 control project so I would have to know exactly which page
4 Water quality eight percent and entrainment was 4 you are talking about maybe.
5 11 percent approximately of $60,000,000 and that also is5 What it is is land acquisition for meander
6 for entrainment, that’s the fish screens would be morn of a6 corridors and expanding in terms of floodplain acquisition
7 reflection that a lot has been done in previous years and 7 along main channels of rivers to allow for more inundation
8 also what comes in the door is ready for construction 8 of the floodplain as well as marsh plain restoration, more
9 versus am we at planning and feasibility stages so the 9 marsh restoration in the Delta tidal habitat.
I0 costs would be lower if it wasn’t a construction cost. I0 MR. mLDEBRAND: well, Lester told us in
11 But entrainment was also a high priority for 11 writing that they’ve abandoned the idea of making the
12 many priority species so it was considered something they12 San Joaquin River meander so you shouldn’t be buying
13 wanted to put their funding into. 13 property in order to accomplish that end if it’s been
14 Viqaat I will do is that one of the questions I 14 abandoned from the project as being undesirable or not
15 will be asking at the end and throughout is just does this15 feasible and then this also gets into ttm question of how
16 look like a reasonable allocation of and distribution of 16 much total land am you proposing to purchase and
17 funding as!’m putting each one of these distributions up17 re-allocate from agfeulture to something else and will
18 had we can take questions from the integration panel 18 that land still be taxed on the tax role or is that going
19 members and myself. 19 to be a loss to the tax role, questions of that kind, what
20 CHAIRMAr~ MADIGAN: Why don’t we ask that 20 examination has been made of these things.
21 question fight now. 21 What happens to the water supply that the ag
22 Does this look like a reasonable distribution 22 people would have used?
23 of funds? 23 Is it going to get used for wetlands or what’s
24 I have Alex and th¢n I have Richard and then 24 going to happen to it?
25 Bob. 25 KATE HA~SE~ Well, each of those would
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1 MR. HILDEBRAND: I have several questions. 1 probably have -- several of those would have different
2 To start with on the item within the channel 2 answers for different parcels.
3 form changes item you include flood eontml projects on the3 These would be all willing sellers as we’ve
4 main stem of the San Joaquin River. 4 laid out in the RFP and has made it a mandatory requirement
5 Who and how was it analyzed to determine what 5 and I think the number in the document here is 15,000 acres
6 was desirable in that respect and whether it was the most 6 is, from what I recall, is the acreage recommended -- would
7 cost effective way to use the funds? 7 be the acreage that would be acquired as a result of these
8 KATE hANSEL rm not sure exactly where 8 actions and they would be in Federal and State ownership.
9 you am looking. --- 9 We would be giving funding only -- primarily to

10 Under the definition of channel form ehanges? 10 Federal and State ownership.
11 MR. I-I1LDEBRAND: Yeah, under channel form 11 I think them is also some nonprofit ownership
12 changes it lists gravel mining, gold dredging on 12 as well.
13 tributaries and ttmn it has flood control projects on the 13 MR. HILDEBRAND: Therl it would come off
14 main stem of San Joaquin River San Joaquin River and14 the tax role and that will have some impacts.
15 degradation of in-stream habitat, which is somewhat related15 And you am going to displace quite a bit of
16 to that. 16 agriculRLre.

17 So I wanted to explore a little bit to get a 17 What am you going to do with the water that’s
18 better understanding of just exactly what kind of flood 18 displaced that was appurtenant to those lands?
19 control projects we am talking about hem and how thgy 19 KATE HANSEL Right.
20 were analyTed to determine they were the most cost 20 My understanding is the water goes with the
21 effective way to achieve that purpose and how that 21 land, but again I’d have to look at each one of these
22 interrelates with whatever you do about degradation of 22 parcels to see if there was some reason they wouldn’t need
23 in-stream habitat? 23 the water.
24 Because that affects the full capacity of the 24 If it’s just floodplain restoration and they
25 channels. 25 am not taking it but if it’s riparian rights it would go
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i to ask the question, the answer is they already have a 1 marsh plains changes.
2 purpose and what we are talking about is probably needing2 How much of that is just change of ownership
3 more lands to provide the purpose that is the subject of 3 and how much of that is actually changing that land use and
4 discussion here. 4 does any of that include water to make these things work?
5 MR. HILDEBRAND: Yes. But when I talked 5 KATE HANSEL: My understanding in most

6 to your people down there, they are anxious to acquire more6 cases it’s new land that would probably be currently
7 lands, which would proceed full overflow. 7 agricultural.

8 MR. SPF_AR: That’s fight. 8 It’s next to existing fiver systems and they.
9 And we are working on a proposal down there now9 would allow the -- instead of when you’re -- during the

10 in the San/oaquin which would serve one of these purposes,10 existing meander when land is -- sediment is depositing and

11 relieving floods allowing the water to come out of the 11 it’s being turned into agriculture you might let it go into
12 banks and spread out and lowering flood stages, et cetera.12 riparian habitat and prevent it from future transition to
13 So we are not in opposition. 13 ag land and on the other side where it’s eroding letting
14 It’s just that your proposal would have gone 14 those lands erode so that you have the gravel deposition

15 back on the lands that have already been dedicated and are15 into the river so you’re taking lands on probably both

16 diked to be managed for other purposes. 16 sides of the river so you’re creating a meander and
17 CHAmMAN MA~IGAN: Kate, did you want to 17 allowing for more overtopping so it is a land use change,

18 add to that? 18 it is acquisition and it has multi benefits.
19 KATE ~SEt~ ~ust that this is the, you 19 I don’t know ff integration panel members want

20 know, appropriate type of comment that we can pass on as20 to answer the question ff I’ve answered your question.
21 this package moves forwha’d, is that looking at either 21 You want to know about all of the multiple
22 existin__._.g land opportunities or adding on to those Federal 22 benefits of these two types of stressors?

23 refuges for these purposes. 23 ~ R~aIRJAN: NO. I understand the
24 I can’t even say that there is possibly, you 24 benefits and agree with that.
25 know -- I wouldn’t even know off the top of my head if this25 I guess it’s more of a question of bow passive
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1 is specific proposals next to Federal refuges but I think 1 is the activity?.

2 that it could be a gap that you are identifying. 2 KATE I-IANSEL: Passive.
3 That would be the type of comment for -- that 3 MR. IZMIRIAN: IS it just owning the land
4 w~ would be passing on to CalFed management when they see 4 and letting nature do it work or --
5 the individual proposals and seein~ where they are being 5 KATE HANSEL: Right.

6 acquired and where the other opportunities are we could be 6 MR. tZ~flRIAN: Or does it involve

7 doing a directed program with the next funding cycle to 7 slxuctur~ changes?

8 work with those lands. 8 KATE I-IANSEL:. I would say in most cases

9 We’d have to, you-know, balance it with the 9 and it was a guiding principle of the integration panel and
10 other environmental benefits of migratory birds but that 10 it was also in the RFP is that we would emphasize physical
11 could be a directed program. 11 processes that would be serf-sustaining and so that’s what
12 MR. tlILDEBR~r~: nut back on the 12 this is in almost every case, maybe 90 percent.
13 acquisition of 15,000 acres of farmland for otber uses 13 We might have some planlfng projects in here

14 maybe that’s good and maybe it’s bad but we’ve seen no 14 where we do land acquisition and planting and then
15 application of solution principles to them and Dick doesn’t 15 artificially irrigating to maintain therrt.

16 want to do that until the thing’s all wrapped up and see 16 In most cases it was to be done na~arally
17 how it fits in with other things, but it’s premature to go 17 through an ecosystem -- the prooess establishing itself.
18 by these things on tbe asstunption that tbey are goin~ to 18 MR.IT_/dlRIAN: Okay. The final part of

19 fit when we get around to analyzing them. 19 that question was whether any water acquisition was
20 CrL~mV, a~ M~,~m~,t: okay. Richard. 20 available to make this work.

21 MR. vzMr.RL~: well I’ll try to ask 21 Was it related to any water acquisition

22 what’s left of my question. 22 project?

23 I guess to judge the appropriateness of the 23 KATE HANSEL: NO. No.

124 distribution here we have to know a tittle bit more about 24 There was no water acquisition in category

25 what’s happening on the channel form and floodplain and 25 three and acquisition comes -- when you acquire the land
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i you get the wa.ter with it and so that would stay with the 1 MR. MEACHER: veah, I don;t think we are
2 land. 2 being realistic again. We are narrowly focusing stuff
3 M~. rZMtRIhN: ~ should probably rephrase 3 along single criteria.
4 that a little bit. 4 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Lester.
5 Was there any integration with any particular 5 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Bob, could I ask
6 plan for water to make these projects work7 6 a question?
7 KKm mCWSEL: ff I -- irrigation system? 7 In terms of what we would want to convey to
8 MS. tZMmL~: ~O. No. 8 CalFed next week and the week after when they are meeting,
9 Iust stream flow that would actuatAy make these 9 would it be safe for me to say the essence of your point is

I0 acquisitions function in the way they are d~igned to 10 that we must be funding projects in the upper watershed, I
i I function. I 1 ~, they are inevitable in the long-term and we must
12 KATE t-L~WSEL: They are using the existing 12 start doing that?
13 flow and going - and the data shows that the existing flow 13 Is that fair to say?
14 would let it happen on its own. 14 I mean, I’m summarizing it down but --
15 Ma. tZMmL~: Thankyo~L 15 MR. MEACHER: sure.
16 CHAmMA~ MADtC, AN: All right. 16 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: YOU wouldn’t be

17 Bob Meacher, your next. 17 disappointed by that conveyance of information, okay.
18 M~.MEACrmR: IguesS my questious and 18 CHA!RMAN MADIGAN: Okay. Good call.

19 comments come of a background I’m not familiar with, cvPIA 19 Sunne.
20 category thrvv funding processes, but after Rwiewing the 20 MS. MePEAK: A clari.f’lcation.
21 Agenda packet I found it difficult to decca’mine what 21 Bob, I’m understanding that you are sayin~ not
22 projects vce~ done in what geographic areas. 22 only should we be looking at watershed -- upper watershed
23 And in my interest, for example, it’s not 23 but also the charts that have been given to us identify
24 possible by reading the document to determine if ~ were 24 impacts by species and that from that it appears to be
25 any upper watea’shed programs or ff any of these programs 25 narrowly focused.
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1 take place in those areas and it seems also apparent to me1 Now, my interpretation of this, and I’m asking
2 and it’s probably a result of the way the whole program is2 now clarification, Lester, is that we had proposals that
3 put together that we are using a real narrow criteria to 3 were category three and habitat restoration.
4 focus on a single species. 4 What you’ve done is now look at the impact on
5 We are going to get this document from the 5 species as you best understand the science and the working
6 scientific review panel talking about a vision and a long 6 hypotheses in the habitat restoration proposals and given
7 range plan to solutions and in this case we are being very7 us some kind of impact statement here but that the
8 narrowly focused. 8 proposals were not, for example, focusing on fall-run
9 It could be, I might bc answering my question, 9 Chinook salmon.

10 that it’s just the nature of the process that requires the I0 It was focusing in on habitat restoration that
11 selection process to go this way, but if that’ s the case I 11 might have some specific and multiple species benefit.
12 would like to see BDAC in the next phase look at upper 12 Is that true or not true?
13 watershed programs, if not now, in this phase, if it could13 KATE HANSEL: I would say that an
14 be added. 14 integration panel deliberated on this a long time.
15 It also points to the need for us as BDAC to 15 We were using ecosystem methods to restore
16 look to improve the next funding eyel¢ and it goes along16 species and those species have been targeted because they
17 with my usual concern that the way this whole program gets17 are the most threatened at this point.
18 put together is that the requirements have made ~ 18 So the methods to restore species have
19 ecosystem roundtable in BDAC just sort of bystanders in the19 been -- they’ve taken a bigger picture look at the syscm’a,
20 funding selection process. 20 more of a systems approach.
21 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: All right. Those are 21 MS. MCPEAK: So Bob is right.
22 all good comments to be passed along. 22 KATE HANSEt~ We’ve used all the species
23 Is one of your comments specifically that we 23 as the indicator to restore the ecosystem is what we’ve
24 still are sort of being endangered species driven rather 24 done and trying to target our efforts to make sure that we
25 than habitat driven in the funding for this? 25 are both addressing the most broken pieces and doing
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1 stinted? 1 watershed including the upper watershed but I hope we are

2 MS. MCPEAK: We don’t know. 2 all in agreement on some fundangntals and, that is, we are
3 What’s yours? 3 going to do those things which have the most environmental

4 KATE HANSEL: I got your point. 4 bang for the buck and for those who are distressed that we
5 MR. aALL: Can we move on, Mr. Chairman, 5 are spending too much on endangered species, boy, I sure
6 please? 6 hope that’s the focal point.

7 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Yes. 7 First of all, we’ve got a fairly serious

8 MR. gAAa: I want to check with you about 8 conflict over endangered species and, second, if we don’t
9 this later. 9 use those as indicators, I don’t know why we are not.

10 We’ve got 40,000 acres of diked Bay land that 10 So I hope we are spending most of our money on

I 1 have a huge potential for aquatic restoration and I I endangered species.
12 eonsequent food chain and habitat benefit for endangered12 Along those lines direct entrainment has been

13 species and we thought in some of the proposals that I saw13 represented to be a very key contributing factor of the

14 we were right on target and that we should do very nicely14 decline and so I guess I’m wondering you only have 11
15 by getting maybe two percent or three percent of the money15 percent dedicated to it.
16 that’s been allocated. 16 Is that due to the fact that there were not

17 I l~eard from eight organizations just in Maria 17 enough good projects that you don’t think it’s as important
18 County that are involved in restoring wetlands, two State 18 categorically as it’s been represented or that -- or what

19 and Federal groups, the coastal conservancy and the 19 is the reaso~ I guess?

20 San Francisco Estuary Project all saying please say 20 KATE HANSEL: It’s a coanbination.
21 something at the BDAC meeting about how poorly we feel 21 That it was and is considered a high priority

22 we’ve been treated in the Bay Area. 22 in terms of addressing for species recove~ and so -- but
23 So I just want to get that out, that this is 23 it would be in several cases more of a 8eographic focus so

24 supposed to be a Bay, a Delta program and yet we don’t see 24 in the areas where they felt like it was the most

25. the Bay getting very much at all. 25 important, the San Joaquin" and the Sacramento River and the
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I KATE HANSEL: I can try to give an I Delta, those projects in almost every ease, if they we~
2 explanation and then I’ll still say that that’s the type of 2 addressing the right species, was funded, was mecnnmended

3 commented we were expecting and we will be passing on as 3 for funding and it would be probably the one area ~

4 well. 4 entrainment wasn’t funded would be in the Suistm Marsh and
5 We got a lot of very good proposals from the 5 that was because of for the biological benefits they felt

6 North Bay and high quality and high priority species but 6 like there was a lot of work had been done. in the marsh

7 the linkage to the Delta species -- the species in the RI~P 7 already with screens and in re’ms of ~ we need to put

8 that we laid out earlier, they have a link but it’s not as 8 our priorities this year maybe move tlxan to a diffca~nt

9 significant of a benefit to-those species as these other 9 geographic area but it doesn’t mean the marsh is not still

I0 geographic areas and that’s what the integration panel came I0 a critical concern.
I l down to is for the biology of the bang for tl~ buck. It I I So it also is of are they at a planning phase

12 wasn’t the~ as much in the North Bay. 12 or a conslruction phase so I think it’s just kind of the
13 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: But the point is made 13 window we got at in terms of entrainment proposals. It
14 and will be carried back to the group? 14 surprised a lot of people.
15 KATE HANSEt~ uh-huh (yes). 15 M~ r~.Lt~ Yeah, including me.
16 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: okay. Steve. 16 Interaction - undesirable inl~action with

17 MR. HALL: Me? 17 other SlXrCies, also a very big ticket item for survival of
18 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: YeS. 18 small salmon. It got two percent of the money.

19 MR. HALL: Let’s see. Well, let me go 19 Do we lack good projects or what?

20 back here. 20 zA"m P~e~t~ ~ think that a lot of some

21 On the point about where geographically the 21 of the - I haven’t goto the slide but there’s like four
22 money is being spent, like Mr. Meacher I’d like to see 22 reasons proposals weren’t funded and this is considered a
23 it-- in fact, I’d love it if l.e~r~n" would make my points 23 gap just like you identified and it might need to be
24 for me as effectively as he did for Mr. Meacher, but I 24 directed program and that the proposals were good.

25 actually agree that we ought to take a look at the entire 25 In many cases they weren’t addressing the focus
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1 ! don’t know if them are any other comments on1 back in and it’s time for us to get underway.
2 the funding allocation. 2 Let me make one point for the record before we

3 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: StU. 3 get started.
4 MR. PYLE: I have one other comment. I 4 I introduced Tom Decker earlier as a new member
5 think the whole process is to use the word we use around5 around here and I may have left the impression that he was
6 the house, crummy. 6 solely representing the Bank of America and while that is a
7 You know you am asking us to comment on these7 remarkable institution and well worth being represented he,

8 things by putting on blindfolds and a pair of gloves and 8 in fact, represents the California Chamber of Commerce and

9 then feel around on them. 9 we welcome you wearing both hats.

10 I think the whole process of dealing with these 10 Mm DECKEm Thank you, Chairman.

11 things in terms of secret~ not heing open up and tell us I1 My other job is the bank.

12 what programs you have, who the proposers am, what the12 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Right. Fair enough.
13 amounts of money involved am, where they amgoing to be,13 All right.. Moving on to the last item that was
14 I just think that stinks and I think the -- I 14 on the Agenda before lunch, the overview of the CalFed
15 understand that you’ve explained it to me why you do that15 Program.
16 before and I understand that, but I think if we am going 16 Mr. Snow, you am on.

17 to talk about doing these programs over the next 50 years17 EXEcLrrrvE DIRECTOR SNOW: Thank you.

18 in California and having a wide open view on what’s going18 The point of this item eoutd have been labeled,
19 on and what’s going to happen somebody better get this 19 I guess, a stroll down memory lane.

20 process by the tail and figure out a new way to do it. 20 It was an effort to try to provide a little

21 MR. IJi-~DEBRAND: I agree, and I think it 21 more context on where we’ve been in order to get into the
22 ought to be clear that 8DAC is not in a position to endorse22 next discussion which is really starting the evaluation of
23 this. We just don’t have the information. 23 the alternatives, a discussion of our process to identify

24 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: And indeed the purpose 24 hybrid alternatives leading to a preferred alternative and

25 today is to solicit your comments based on the information25 we am already starting to see some discussions come up,
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1 that you have received and get those comments back so your1 identification of trade-offs.
2 comments are appropriate and recorded and will be passed2 I think it’s important to understand where
3 back. 3 we’ve been, some of the base assumptions that we’ve made as

4 Next. All fight. Thank you, indicate. 4 we have gotten into this program so I want to go through

5 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: All right. If ~ 5 that and do a very, very quick summary of the C~mmon

6 are no further questions by members of the 13DAC this is an6 Programs and give an opportunity if tax~ple want to indicate

7 appropriate time for public comment. 7 concerns that they still have of Common Programs that we

8 Does anybody from the public wish to comment on8 need to carry fcaward as we try to finalize the program.

9 the information that you-have seen in ~ last Agenda 9 I’ll try to go through this quickly and some of

10 item? I0 it, ofcourse, is old slafff but again scane of this old
11 If not, then we am going to break for lunch. 11 stuff which we didn’t talk a lot about is becoming more and

12
It is now 20 minutes after 12.

12 more mlevant as we got close to making a deeision.

13 We’ll take 45 minutes for lunch and be back at 13 You may recall that the general approach,
14 five minutes after one. 14 collaborative, try to keep everybody engaged, an ecosystem

15 The lunch for the BDAC members is downstairs --15 based approach much broader than simply dealing with the

116 don’t know. 16 current endangered species but Imrhaps most important to
17 Somewhere in this building them is lunch for 17 this kind of historical overhead hem was our declaration

18 theBDACmemhers. Goodluck. 18 early on that we weam’t going to set out and say that we

19 19 already had a preferred or we already had prohibitive

20 (Whereupon the noon recess was taken at 20 approaches when we moved forward, that everything was on

21 12:20 p.m., after which the following 21 the table for consideration.

22 proceedings were had at 1:12 p.m.:) .22 We clearly established the concept that there
23 23 are a number of things wrong with ti~ Bay-Delta system.

24 CHAIRMAN MnDIGnS: All right. It’s a 24 We ended up putting every one of the problems
25 little after One. Most everybody seems to have wandered25 in one of these four categories and as illustrated in this
P(’II~.TA l.l~. ~. ~,,.qRO~..IA"l’~...q rI~..PORIT~ONI i~.PO~-T~.l~.q Page 19.1 - Page 1
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1 kind of puzzle that they are all linked together and it’s i reducing risk to failure, dealing with habitat issues and
2 not possible to solve water supply without solving water 2 interfacing with levee system, water quality objectives

3 quality ecosystem and the system vulnerability and that’s 3 that deal with drinking water, agricultural water,
4 important to keep in mind as we move forward. 4 industrial use, in-Delta water quality and environmental
5 No one of these meets the objectives of the 5 water quality needs.
6 program or meets the solution principles. 6 Kind of as an overall guidance, we worked with
7 It’s only when they are taken together that we 7 the Bay-Delta Advisory Council on solution principles.
8 can try to move forward with a comprehensive program. 8 Again, on the wall over there there is a lot
9 Furthering that point we’ve illustrated that there is a lot 9 more detail about these solution principles and we have

10 of overlap between the areas and we have strived to try to 10 developed narratives and kind of subpoints about each of
11 find solutions in the overlap area and try to minimize the 11 these.
12 number of approaches that are isolated single purpose to 12 You may recall in the discussion we originally
13 try to find water quality, improvements that improve 13 came to you with five solution principles and through BDAC
14 ecosystem health, improve water supply re, liabiLity and make14 discussion we modified some of them, kind of increased the
15 changes in the way we do business in water supply that in15 level of detail, but. then added tbe sixth one at the
16 fact have ecosystem benefits to them and so that’s real 16 bottom, and that was that our solution should not
17 impomnt as we get into this integration process and 17 redirect -- significantly redirect impacts to another
18 evaluation process. We laid out three phases, as you may18 geographic area or another beneficial user and that is an
19 recall 19 important issue.
20 Phase I is the probkan objectives, rough 20 This has become kind of the common way that
21 solutions. Moving into Phase it, which is the progrmmnatie21 we’ve talked with folks about how we are solving this
22 evaluation. 22 problem, that the main problem area is here and we end up
23 You’ll notice on this historical slide we had 23 working with the whole State to solve that but you may
24 S~ptember, ’98, and our current schedule ~hat’s ronghly 24 recall early on in Phase I we dealt more substantively with
25 November of ’98 so since the beginning of the program we’ve25 the issue, and we ended up saying that while this is the
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1 seen.roughly 60 days slippage in the end date. 1 problem area the solution really lies in the entire
2 Phase I we went through four steps -- or six 2 watershed plus the water service area and that that’s where
3 steps rather, defined the problem, leading to evaluation,3 we have to direct our solutiom.
4 ref’ming alternatives and coming up with the alternatives4 You may find solution that have to do with
5 that would move into Phase 1I. 5 conservation in Los Angeles or watershed management in the
6 Some important thin~gs took place in terms of 6 upper watershed and so while we had a specific problem area
7 goals and objectives, the Mission Statement, actions, 7 we ended up identifying a much larger area.
8 developing strategies on ~ to combine th¢ actions and8 And again, to kind of relate to maybe even some
9 probably some of the more important activities that 8DAC9 of the questions coming up with the science panel early on

10 engaged in, you may recall when we had our meeting to deal10 we indicated that while this is the probkan area it has
11 with the Mission Statement, what is our basic mission in11 inputs and outputs that affect the rest of this area.
12 this program. 12 The best example of an input coming into the
13 And it is to develop a long-term comprehensive13 Delta and up into the Valley is salmon as it migrates,
14 plan that will restore ecological health and improve water14 water quality coming down into the system affecting not
15 management for beneficial uses in the system so that’s kind15 ordy the Delta but ultimately the Bay and so the whole
16 of still our guiding mission. 16 system is linked together even though we’ve identif’md the
17 I’m not going to go through in any detail but 17 Delta at Carqninez as basically the problem area. ¯
18 we hid out not only objectives but subobjectives. We’ve18 This ends up being best seen in the ecosystem
19 got pages and pages. 19 program where we’ve ended up again highlighting the problem
20 If you remember the documentation report for 20 area but with a very focused area as well as a watershed
21 the Phase I completion report we probably had 35, 40 pages21 activity and near shore.
22 of objectives to be accomplished for each of the program22 And so to deal with probl~as manifest in th~
23 areas including ecosystem I just had up there, water supply23 Delta you even end up tatking about harvest issues in the
24 reliability, system vulnerability in terms of dealing with24 ocean, upper watershed issues, watershed issues that drain
25 exi~ risk in terms o£ redu¢ir~_g risk in terms of 25 into tho South Bay so ala of that becomes part of it.
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I Also, early on, this is something we’ve talked 1 going to take care of the State’s water needs for the

2 about frequently, we had some basic guiding assumptions as2 entire State. We are going to try to balance this system.
3 we went into this. 3 And what’s going on south of the Delta here
4 A lot of the conflict over water really ends up 4 just to illustrate, there is 17 million acre feet of total

5 being sensitive to the fact that water varies -- the value 5 water use. Only six of it comes out of the Delta. "
6 of water varies by flow rote, time of year and water year 6 Tim rest of it comes from other sources,
7 type, and that was a basic premise we used going .into this7 Colorado River, groundwater supplies, local surface water
8 whole program in framing the alternatives. 8 supplies and so it’s only six out of 17 million that ends
9 Additionally we had the assumption or basic 9 up getting used out of the Delta and that’s kind of an

10 premise that restoration of ecosystem function will recover10 important issue when we are looking at, for example,
11 species but it alsoprovides water supply benefits in termsI 1 conservation here (indicating) does all of that
12 of reducing constraints. 12 conservation result in changing this number or modifying

13 Some additional guiding assumptions early on in13 this one or Owens Valley (indicating)? I mean it gets
14 the program, that the value of stability of levees was not14 spread in a lot of places.
15 just a land issue in the Delta. 15 The other issue is that this takes place on the
16 It also provided protection for environmental 16 back of roughly 600,000 to a million acre feet of annual
17 resources as well as a much larger agriculture and urban17 overdraft. So this balance takes pLace on top of an

18 area water supply so it’s not just a localized issue. 18 imbalance.
19 And I guess another kind of guiding assumption 19 In looking at the Bay-Delta system in
20 was that as we moved forward and.developed a preferred20 particular -- Mike, do you remember this one?
21 alternative we need to make sure that we are putting 21 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: I do remember that one.
22 together strategies that optimize water quality and as a 22 Do I remember that one?

23 guiding assumption in tl~ water quality program the control23 MS. McPEAK: Yeab (alTlrmafive nod).
24 of pollutants at their source is preferable to treatment. 24 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: TO kind of
25 I want to hit kind of a key issue again that we 25 illustrate the variability of the system by its hydrologic
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1 discussed early on in the program. It has to do with the 1 year type from critical to wet, the purple is Delta
2 water budget and the water balance and what we are taking2 outflow, the yellow is export, the green is in-Delta use,

3 on in this program versus solving statewide problems. 3 depletions in the Delta and the red are the upstream
4 This is kind of a busy slide. You may remember4 diversions that take place and you ema see a wide variation

5 it. This is in our historical archives. It’s a famous 5 in Delta outflow and some variation within the depletions

6. one, Mike. 6 of the system, and you may ask why do the depletions reduce
7 You don’t? 7 during v~ years?

8 MS. MCPEAK:--Neither one of us remember 8 And typically that’s because there is a lot of

9 that slide. 9 local resources during wet years and diversions or demands

10 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: YOU don’t i0 out of the system that are reduced or suppressed.
I 1 remember this one? 11 And no big surprise as we’ve discussed in ~
12 I am hurt. 12 past. The greatest conflict takes place in critical and
13 You remember it, don’t you? 13 dry years, not exclusively but the greatest conflicts take

14 ANN NOTI"HOFF: Yeah. 14 place in those years.
15 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: There’s one. 15 Furtlx~, a ~ i~stte in tea’n~ of th~ time
16 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Byron carries a 16 value was looking at the individual years and the lighter
17 copy with him. 17 line here - and you may mall when we talked about this
18 Do you want it autographed? 18 in terms of storage - we called it the before project but

19 This is a little busy to do a lot with but it 19 it’s kind of the current type of hydrograph you s~ in

20 kind of shows the diversity of the system and .where water20 terms of Delta outflow and then we overlaid on that bow you
21 supplies are diverted. 21 might operate Sac Valley storal~ and so that show, having

22 You have water coming out of the Delta, six 22 storage that takes some of these high flows, allows you to

23 million acre feet of pumping diversion in an average year.23 store them and put back in the system during these low or

24 The point that I wanted to show here and it 24 critical periods.
25 goes to the i.~-tJe olv w~me we declared that CalFed is riot25 A~ain, that was just kind of a concept that we
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i laid out and you may recall that subsequent to illustrating I those.

2 this we even talked about not affecting the peaks but 2 We clearly got an indication that the best
3 looking at taking some of this falling side of the 3 possible source water quality is important to urban users.
4 hydrograph to maintain the peaks in the system and move4 That was widespread in scoping.

5 that to these more conflicting periods. 5 Delta levees need to protect agriculture,
6 What that translates into, again, to deal with 6 infrastructure and habitat no matter how water is conveyed

7 this time value of water issue, we tried to overlay that7 in the Delta. That was independent of your decision about
8 concept on the original hydrograph and so you start 8 Delta conveyance. You have to do that.
9 seeing -- picking up some of this water and banking it in 9 You may recall as we went into scoping we had

10 storage, groundwater, surface water, and then usin~ it to10 an ecosystem program in different levels, modest, moderate

11 split, increase outflow as well as increase avaiJable ag 11 and high, I believe, and basically what came out of scoping
12 and urban supplies in other years. 12 was that the program needs a single coherent vision of

13 So that’s an important concept in terms of how 13 ecosystem restoration at the high level and that’s when we
14 you do win-win on these kind of flow issues. 14 dropped the different levels of ecosystem restoration.

15 And the reason I’m bothering to go through 15 The same kind of comment on water use

I~5 this, ~ is an important issue. We’ve talked about it in16 efficiency, not different levels. If you can achieve that
17 the abstract a lot over the last two years. 17 level of water use efficiency it needs to be included in

18 As we start dealing with these alternatives 18 all of the alternatives.

19 this concept becomes more and more real, when can you do19 So that resulted in basically in Phase I in
20 it, how much can you do, how much mutual benefit can you20 this approach, the three basic alternatives, with the
21 get out of operations such as this? 21 common programs and with different levels of storage and

22 And, again, the mechanism for doing this is a 22 distinguished largely by conveyance.
23 combination of storage, surface, groundwater, as well as23 During Phase I -- to highlight some of the BDAC

24 transfers, and transfers can be used to move water between24 guidance -- we dealt with the geographic scope back in
25 years as well as allocate it within a year, the timing 25 October of ’95.
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1 within a year. 1 BDAC was involved in the CalFed Mission
2 This also gets at an issue of where people have 2 Statement, in the pages and pages of problem definitions as
3 wanted us to establish a supply target, an absolute target 3 well as program objectives which are all part of the

4 that CalFed is developing. 4 Phase I completion report.
5 Our point is that’s the old way of doing this, 5 Also, in terms of how we got where we are, nt)AC

6 where you come up with a supply and demand projection and6 reviewed some of the approaches that we were taking and in

7 you say that’s how much water that you need, then 7 February of ’96 formed the finance working group.

8 invariably what you’re saying is you are going to meet all8 The next month, in March of ’96 formed the

9 of the demand that there is out of the Delta and if demand9 Ecosystem Restoration Workgroup and in April the Water Use
I0 grows you’re going to increase supply out of the Delta. 10 Efficiency Workgroup so those were deliberations that took
11 Our point is that there is a way to balance this system and11 place and BDAC recommended some specific guidance in those
12 meet multiple objectives and it’s relatively insensitive to12 areas.
13 future demand. 13 In tea-ms of the preliminary Phase I
14 You am trying to balance this system, move 14 alternatives that moved on into the Phase rl to summarize
15 water around to meet mutual objectives and not end up in a15 basically Bt)AC indicated that the alternatives in their
16 situation where you am constantly arguing over supply and16 breadth of range represented a reasonable range of

17 demand and whose numbers are right. We probably need to17 alternatives.
18 come back to that, but let me go ahead and move on. 18 At that time you may recall we had a
19 I’ve been told my ti.me has been eat. 19 controversy going on about the role of ag land retirement

20 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Trtle. 20 and basically the comment that early on ttx:xe was probably
21 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Anyway, out of 21 too much reliance on the role of ag land retirement in

22 Phase I we ended up with these five basic components that22 solving the problem and a general comment of optimizing the
23 comprise the alternatives. 23 common programs to try to get them as efficient as possible
24 And what happened in Phase I in scoping 24 as we move forward and not have the different levels.
25 commentsi~wvgotalotofc.ommentsandwvsummad2xxi25 Also, as part of tlmt, it’s kind of mlatcd to
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l the water budget stuff I just went through, we did get 1 workgroups and tech teams that have been working to help us
2 agreement that the goal was to create a Bay-Delta solution2 add detail and make critical comments about where xce are
3 and not resolve statewide water policy ~ssues. We tied to3 headed.
4 balance the Bay-Delta system. 4 In the past we’ve had questions about some

5 Clearly, that we needed a solution that was 5 basic modeling assumptions. We have included in all Of our

6 ongoing and durable, changes that were identified need to6 modeling assumptions the Bay-Delta accord implementation,

7 be managed through adaptive management and ~ comment7 Bay-Delta standards as we have evaluated them are unchanged
8 went beyond ecosystem. We went to the broader program in8 across the alternatives. We have cvrut implementation
9 making sure that there was an ability to respond to future9 including the 800,000 acre fe~t..

10 uncertainty. 10 The flows that are required that are in our

I 1 In October of ’96 in terms of advice provided 11 draft ecosystem program are assumed in all of the
12 by BDAC we didn’t start out this way but where we ended tlp12 alternatives so we are not varying those things as we

13 was BDAC saying that the water use efficiency program 13 evaluate the alternatives.

14 needed to address urban, agricultural and environmental14 Now, what we have ended up with is we have the

15 sectors, particularly out of stream diversions for 15 common programs that provide some sort of frammvork, but I
16 environmental purposes and also that the basic approach on16 guess I want to jump ahead a little bit. Even with these
17 water transfers was appropriate and I’ll get to that in a 17 you can’t necessarily balance the solution principles.

18 moment, what was idenlified at that time. 18 You have to have the entire package be/ore you
19 Now, let me kind of switch here to hitting the 19 can balance the solution principks, before you can test to

20 common programs or continuing, I guess, with the common20 s~ if we are meeting all of them but this ends up being
21 programs. 21 the framework Into which you drop the storage and
22 In terms of water quality, a clear comment that 22 conveyance options and so later today in the Agenda item

23 we should coordinate and integrate other watershed programs23 we’ll focus on storage and conveyance and the differences

24 into the Common Program and not replicate. 24 that they bring to ~ alternatives.
25 We should attzmpt to establish a uniform data 25 Let me make sure that we are all on the same
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1 collection process involving both the protocols and 1 page and we’ve all expressed our eoucerns about the common
2 databases to avoid duplication. That was a comment we got2 programs.
3 in general on a lot of activities but in particular on 3 Let me sma with the levee program.
4 water quality. 4 Basically an approach to develop a minimal

5 Now, in May of this year 8DAC again looked at 5 level for each of the islands, develop a funding strategy
6 what we had on the table and determined that the range of6 to maintain the levees to make sure that they stay at that

7 actions was adequate for impact analysis but more detail7 level, reduce the levee habitat mitigation requirements so

8 needed lobe developed as-we moved forward. 8 it’s easier to maintain the levees by reducing the problems

9 At the July meeting you may recall we were able 9 associated with ~s^ or other problems, implement subsidence

10 to eLiminate three of the 17 alternatives and further under10 control and restoration 8Me’s, improve emergency response

11 this one indicate we didn’t need to evaluate every pipelineI 1 and try to quantify the seismic risk in the different
12 alternative but we needed to continue evaluating pipelines12 locations in the Delta.

13 as a substitution for open channels. 13 csAmMm, t Mm~IG~: Lester, I wanted to ask
14 Also, at the last ,meeting BDAC indicated that 14 the members of the 8[x~c if anybody has any questions about

15 the distinguishing characteristics generally worked but 15 those because that’s a big deal. What Lester is going

16 let’s keep our minds open in case we see new distingulshing16 through right now is where we are headed, lev~system

17 characteristics that need to be added and they worked 17 integrity.

18 particularly in terms of identifying the differences 18 Alex.

19 between storage and conveyance. 19 ~. aIrmEsP, m, to: I’d just like to clarify
20 Now, in Phase n, as you are aware, we’ve 20 that part of the understanding was that we would have to

21 carried a lot of concurrent evaluations, the impact 21 have an emergency recovery system and then a failure and

22 analysis or impact assessment, modeling these different22 this has to address not only funding but also seeing that

23" alternatives, improving the level of detail through 23 we have the equipment because the dredgers have Imm so

24 prefeasibility studies, attempting to develop an assurances24 driven out of the Delta now that we might not have the
25 pl,~n, a Financial plan and th~n also th~ oommlt+.,ee.,s, ’ 25 ~luipn’~at we no:xJaxl unl~s wo mako spocific a,Tangtmab-n~
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l therefore. 1 comments. It definitely consists of urban water use
2 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: That’s a good 2 efficiency program based on the BMP program, agricultural
3 point. 3 water us~ efficiency program largely based on AS 3~16, a
4 The emergencies response plan isn’t just money.4 water recycling program to encourage water recycling, a
5 It’s also stockpiling the materials and equipment necessary5 program to improve essentially managed wetlands water

6 to respond, and this is just another summarization, maybe a6 efficiency and an implementation and impact assessment
7 little more concise, in terms of a base level protection, 7 effort.
8 special projects, subsidence control, emergency management8 ~ r.~A~tGAN: same question applies.

9 and the seismic risk assessment. 9 Yeah, Martha.
10 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Roberta. I0 rc~s. DAV~S: Does part of the water use
i 1 MS. BORGONOVO: I just want to ask if i 11 efficiency include conjunctive management of groundwater

12 there has been integration of the Army Corps of Engineers12 resources?
13 flood management with the levee system. 13 ~ Dn~XZTOR SNOW: NO, actually we
14

We had a big discussion of that a Year‘ ago and
14 are covering eoujunctive management under the storage and

1.5 I just wondered what the status of that is. 15 couveyauceprogram.
16 EXECt.rrivE DIRECTOR SNOW: well, ~ Corps16 Ms. t~Axns: But there will be a linkage
17 has -- you may recall ~ we had the presentation from ~17 between the two and put all the pieces together7
18 Colonel, lae outlined a four-phase program to respond to the18 mx~o.rrv~ Dta~X:TOR s~row: oh, yes, in the
19 January flooding. 19 alternatives.

20 The first effort was the flood f’~ht and then 20 And along that point - actually, that’s a v~y
Phase II was the -- kind of the flood recovery. Phase 1~I21 good question.

22 was getting ready for the next flood season, which we are22 The way we’ve developed this lar~grmn and

23 basically in, November is usually the target month, and23 sometimes it’s difficult for somebody to look at the
24 Phase IV was the long-term assessment, comprehensive 24 program and understand how we are changing water management

assessanent. 25 slrategies so actually we’ve undertak~ an effort to try to
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1 We are in the process of coordinating with the 1 write up how water management works when you would
2 Corps of Engineers - when I say we, I mean CalFed - ther~ 2 implement some of these measures and as you might expect
3 has been an iultiative on the part of the Federal 3 it’s affecled not just by what you do to storag~ or by

4 Government eoordinal~l through the Council on environmental 4 conveyance but it’s impacted by transfers, water use

5 quality to make sur~ that the response, the C_x~’p’s flood 5 efficiency, t~ recycling that’s going on.

6 response is a joint multi-Agency effort and CalFed, the 6 So tlxa~ is a lot of things that affect that

7 policy group, is used as a coordinatin4~ mechanism here in 7 and we are tryin~ to write that in a way so it makes sense

8 the State of California. --- 8 rather than IX~ople having to pick ~ way through and

9 And so we do intend to integrate our ecosystem 9 make their own deductions about how conjunctive management

10 issues, our issues of ag land preservation into the t0 is relal~xt to war~r refuse supply, for example, and what

11 considerations of flood response in the Central Valley. i 11 the ben~ts might be.
12 We may have somebody here from the Corps who 12 CHALRMAN ~d)tOAN: Ann.

13 could provide more information on that. 13 AN~ Noa-r~ot~: where d~s land ~Jrement

14 Ct-t~RMAN MADe,AN: r saw Walter here 14 come in?
15 earlier. 15 ~moyrr¢~ Dt~tECTORS~OW: t~md retirement

I 6 Is Walter still here? 16 currently is in consideration of ttm water quality program

17 WALTm~ Lestersaiditperf~ct. That’s 17 and it’s in tbe ecosystm~t program in l~,ms of land

18 fine. 18 conversion.
19 ~_.x~--’ua’rv~ Om~TOR St~OW: t~t’s record 19 The only way that it’s manifest in water use

20 that, get that on the record. 20 efficiency is if it’s a by-product of transfers. There is

21 CHAIRMAN~I~AN: common, Walter, give 21 no speeific activity within the water use efficieney

22 us a little help here. 22 program for land retir~znent.
23 ~ OIRECTOR SNOW: okay. On to 23 CHAn~aAN t,~DtOAN: Richard.
24 water use efficiency. 24 M~ ~.WaUAN: YOU jUSt said it, where

25 ~on.~t.~nt.ly rel~nJ.,~8, constantly ~ 25 do~ water transf~a’s com~ into this?

t= --0 ’1 5 6 8 6
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1 We pretty much ran into a dead end with 1 users?
2 everybody maintaining their own position on water use 2 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: We are assuming
3 efficiency. I don’t think we ever even got a working 3 that transfers are -- will be part of all of the water
4 definition of efficiency. We were told that transfers 4 supply strategies, for ecosystem or for ag and urban.
5 would solve all our problems. 5 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: okay.
6 But it looks like you have a slide already for 6 F-XECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: m terms of the
7 that question. 7 water use efficiency proga~ the Common Program, there
8 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: well, to deal 8 still is lingering comments that we get that the program is
9 with transfers -- we don’t have a slide that says transfers 9 not strong enough and that we need to look at other
I0 will solve all our problem~ because we are fresh out of I0 measures to make it stronger and what usually comes up is
11 things that will solve all our problems. There is packages11 consideration of strengthening the conditions to receive
12 of things, and I think transfers plays a role. 12 program benefits and to remind you basically the way we’ve
i3 As you know, we started with transfers as part 13 structured the water use efficiency program it is based on
14 of the water use efficiency program because it can provide14 two voluntary programs, th~ ~MP program and the efficient
15 economic incentive for people to implement mmstn’es and15 water management practices program.
16 transfers is aim a way for people to satisfy drought year 16 However, if you want to receive benefits from
17 needs or other types of water supply needs without building17. the CalFed Program, such as increased yield that may result
18 facilities and kind of represents efficient use of water so 18 from facilities, access to transfer markets or access to
19 that’s where it’s built in. 19 drought water bank you must have complied with those
20 You may recall when we dealt with transfers we 20 programs. It’s no longer optional at that point.
21 ended up dealing with these five basic issues, which 21 And so the issue has been raised should there
22 originated from the Governor’s ’92 water policy address and 22be more things on that list that must be complied with
23 then we embellished a bit at ~DA¢ as we passed it on to the23 before you get into the CalFed benefits and that’s an issue
24 workgroup. 24 that comt~ up more and more frequently.
25 But in that regard we stipulated from a policy 25 On to water quality, basically the approach on
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1 standpoint that transfers are important to water supply andI water quality is research, monitoring, verifying the
2 ¯ to ecosystem water supply but they have to take place on a2 problem and the degree of the problem, feasibility
3 voluntary basis. They have to take place without harm to3 evaluations through pilot studies, assessment of the scale
4 environmental resources, without impacts to groundwater4 of intervention that’s necessary and then the commitment of
5 basins. 5 resources to resolve the problem.
6 They should take place only after the person 6 The issues that have come up in terms of
7 transferring the water has demonstrated efficient use of 7 evaluating the targets is using established criteria for
8 existing supplies. You may recall the discussion at that 8 water quality targets, looking at the weakness of existin~
9 point was the general agreement that it’s just not right 9 criteria, CalFed inability to assume regulatory role.
I0 for somebody to transfer water to avoid using their 10 That has been identified as an issue. We don’t
I 1 existin4g supplies efficiently and so that’s a precondition11 have a regulatory structure -- we’re kind of proactive in a
12 for transfers. 12 way of proposing programs and funding programs that will
13 And tbe fifth point is appropriate involvement 13 solve tht: problems and a concern has been raised that there
14 of local communities and water districts and it’s in this 14 should be more of a ragulatory structure.
I5 one that you deal with the third party impacts and the 15 Also an issue that has been raised is kind of
16 process for recognizing third party impacts. 16. labeled here the commitment to the action, need to assure
17 And so that is part of the water use efficiency 17 actions will be taken.
18 program. 18 How do you know that if we’ve identified
19 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: ByrOtl. Halag on. ,19 t~w.ediation of mine drainage that in fact it gets
20 Byron. 20 implenaented is the assurance issue, and you can apply this
21 MR. BUCK: Lester, is it correct that the 21 to any part of our program but it certainly came up in
22 only transfers that really are to be pursued under the 22 water quality.
23 program are those for the ecosystem restoration program,23 If you are going to commit literally tens of
24 that you are assuming that they are part of what’s needed24 millions of dollars to arresting the mercury problem, make
25 to mak~ t1~ ot1-,er water objectives happen with individual 25 sum it’s a real problem and don’t just clean ~t up because
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1 you think you can reduce th~ number and so that’s a b~g 1 many of the same stakeholders and some of tlm sarc~ people
2 issue and this kind of even falls into th~ concept of 2 that have been active in BDAC ~ involved with, I’m
3 adaptive management. 3 wondering why couldn’t that CCMP be part of your basic
4 It scums lik~ this morning you folks talk~ 4 modeling assumptions?
5 about the ~cosysmm program so I’m not going to spend a5 ~x~ctyrrw DIREaTOR SNOW: I know w~
6 whole lot of ~ on it. 6 conside~xt th~ CCM~. That was on~ of our ba,~ documents
7 I mean, the principles of tim ~~ common 7 that w~ work~i with back at the beginning of tim program.
8 program was restoring natural process; making th~ system8 I’d probably look to St~ve or sora~body on th~
9 resilient again, doing habitat restoration v~vs dealing 9 modeling side.

10 With a single species and basing it on adaptive managenmnt.10 I don’t think a lot of th~ action stuff in
11 I think as you’ve probably already discuss~ 11 ttmm ne~ssarily translated into hydrologic modeling
12 concerns about th~ ~cosystean program, th~ lack of 12 parameters.

13 c~nceptual models and he clear start of hypotheses,13 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Mr. Yaeger.

14 LLm~tc~d g~graphic scope. 14 MR. YAEGER: Ye.ah, L¢~c~ is right in

i15 This usually pertains to making it clear that 15 saying that w~ started from ttm CCMP in dgveloping our

16 you’re doing actions in tl~ upper watersh~ and making it16 objectives and d~doping th~ actions that would speak to
17 clear what’s going to happcu in the Bay. Inadequate scale17 those objectives.
18 of ~, v¢� still get criticizsd that maybe some of th~ 18 I think w~ did a pmt-ty thorough review of th~
!19 numbers need to b¢ larger to provide a gre.n~ vision. 19 overlap betwe~ that program and our program.
!20 This type of conc~n usually runs a little bit 20 I don’t think that w¢ can stat~ that we have
121 at odds that people want us to improw tim scicnc¢ that 21 implemented in the modeling assumptions any particular
22 goas into it.. We do ne~ to work on th~ science but the 22 action of tbe ¢CMP but I think we’re cotffid~t that tbe
23 sci~nc~ may not indicat~ you need larg~ targets. It may23 assumptions v¢~ have adopted am consistent and don’t in any
i24 indicat¢ you ncvd to do another" action not have a larger 24 way intafer~ With the impleanentation of th~ CCMP.
!25 land ~t target, for example. 25 So I think it’s playod a larg~ role in what
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1 We haw a lot of scientific uncertainty that 1 w~’w don~. I ~xpcct it will continue to.
2 ncxxls to bo re~ognizcxi in th~ program and ~ comnmats 2 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Bob, is the~ a

3 that w~ haw incomplct~ implemrntation. And I have to 3 specific tmran~ter you am thinking of that might rvsult in
4 admit I don’t haw an e0mmplr for that one. 4 a modeling assumption for us?
5 Dick, do you7 5 MR. RAAB: NO.

6 MP~ DAtCm~ We haven’t flushed out the 6 EXECLrITVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Okay.
7 monitoring program. 7 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: oh, yi~h, Martha.

8 I~XE.CL~I’IVE DIRECTOR SNOW: okay. 8 MS. DAVIS: LC~C.eI", I have a question for
9 Anyway, I’v~ triexi to hm-ry through this in 9 you.

10 terms of giving you a little bit of background on th~ 10 I noted on one of th~ slides that the~ is an
11 program and a vca’y quick smmnary of th~ common programs.11 assumption that th~ flows requir~ for urb am assumed in
12 So basically I guess th~ issues at this point before we 12 all of th~ altea’natives and ff I recall from th~ discussion
13 diw headlong into tl~ full altea’nativcs and whe~ v~ am 13 this morning and some of th~ othe~ things I’ve heard about
14 in that process, what am th~ strm_~ths and v,~akn~sscs, 14 th~ scientific panels ~ of urb that tha~ am
15 whatar~thcsom~ofth~isswswera:¢xltob¢convq~in~to 15 questions about thc numba’s that might be projectcd for th~
16 ~ that nOAC still has with som~ of th~ common programs 16 flows that am required for urb and the n~d for som~
17 and related to that what additional information would yon 17 adaptive manag~Tle~nt, some re.screech to fi_gu~ out to t~st
18 ~ to se~ as w~ move into d¢liba’ation on th~ compla~l 18 tt~ assumptions about what is nee~led.
19 alto’natives7 19 How does this g~t address~7
20 With that I;11 tm’n it back to th~ Chair. 20 EXECWHVE DIRECTOR SNOW: It’s a good
21 C~L~RM~N MADIGA~: Mr. Raab. 21 point.
22 M~ RAAB: Lest�r, just one quick point 22 If you have lookexi at th~ volun~ two of th~
23 he~ back to th~ basic mod¢ling assmnption, I wonder1 why 23 ecosystem program you’ll not~ that in th~ beginning we
24 th~ CCMP, th~ sPA sponsored conse~’vation compre.h~sive 24 describe thr~ levels of certainty with respect to actions
25 manaSe~ent plan. the five-~ear process that went on with 25 and we identify them by diamonds and if ~ is thre~
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i diamonds it indicates we pretty much know what’s going on, 1 health, the 800,000 acre feet would be accommodated within
2 high level of scientific confidence, go and do it. 2 those flow targets as opposed to on top of?.
3 Two diamonds indicates that ~ is a p~tty 3 I mean, I’m just trying to say conceptually.
4 sound hypothesis but you need to go out, test it adaptive 4 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Actually, I
5 management in an adaptive’management fashion and then 5 believe some of our flow objectives are on top of the

6 ~ implement. 6 800,000.
7 One diamond indicates that it’s just a theou¢ 7 MS. MCPEAK: Well, they all should

8 and you need to do some research and if you look then 8 be -- all of it should be additive but your flow targets
9 within each of the eco zones where we have fiows, almost 9 are -- what’s stated is not the total flow needed to meet

I0 all of thc flows, in fact, I can think of no exception to 10 habitat restomtion or it’s in the addition to the S00,000
I I this are indicated as a double diamond meaning you need to I I acre feet?
12 set up tests to do the flow targ~, test whether they work 12 I’m trying to clarify how your -- where the
13 or not and makc a dclemdnation how far you want to go down13 water comes from is important if the S00,000 acre fect is a

14 that path. 14 given according to however it’s finally settled out when
15 But what we’ve done for modeling purposes is we 15 it’s available, how it’s counted, et cetera, but the flow
16 have assumed meeti~ all of those flows. Even though they 16 targets that I have -- I have been working with the

17 are clearly queued up for an adaptive manageatent process. 17 assumption that the flow targets that we have are what’s

18 CrIXmiVL~ MA~IGAr~: sunne. 18 needed for the ecosystem restoration, where we get that
19 MS. MCPEA~ Let’s build on that in terms 19 water assumes that 800,000 acre feet is coming from CVI’IA

20 of that assumption then how have you taken into account the 20 and we have to get additional watea" somewhere to meet flow

21 CVPL~ 8oo,oo0 on that modeling? 21 targets.
22 F_.XECIYrlVE DIRF_~TOR s/,row: That’s a good 22 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOg SNOW: Yeah, and I’ll

23 question and I don’t know the technical answer but I think ask Dick to expand on that.
24 there is somehody here who does but it has been a challenge 24 As the assumption shows the flows and meeting

25 because as you know the draft on how to do that, how the 25 the flows are the same in all -- you know, in our analysis
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I 800,000 will be used, was only released last Friday but we1 for all of the alternatives.

2 kind of set up the model on the fashion that we think we 2 What changes is how you get the water and the

3 are accounting for that much water. 3 degree of difficulty of getting that water.

4 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Steve. 4 MS. McPF_~K: ~i_.ght. Okay.

5 M~ YAEGER: na general, in the modeling 5 CHAtRM~ M~DZ~’~: Mr. Danids.
6 to this stage we have made approximations of the 800,0006 Mr.. t~zt~ ~.nd another way of looking at

7 based on discussions with Fish and Wildlife and the Bureau7 it and this is very important especially in fight of the

8 of Reclamation as to how-the discussions were going on the8 B(2) announcement that came out, when we at CalF¢~ looked

9 larger issue. 9 at flow, we did, as you pointed out, emphasize the kind of

10 As Lester said, last Friday the detail came 10 flows necessary to maintain and restore habitats and that’s
11 out. We’ve looked at it and while we didn’t hit it 11 our focus.

12 perfectly, we are going to be making some modif’tcations in12 We also looked at features in the natural

13 future runs to adjust to that but I think we have at least 13 hydrograph that scx~n to 1~ very important in tea-ms of the
14 captured the essence of what was released on Friday. 14 life history strategies of our anadromous fish in

15 So from a relative comparison standpoint on the 15 particular.
16 alternatives I think we are in good shape with our modeling16 Where there is a lack of overlap and there’s a

17 on that issue. 17 great deal of overlap between what we are proposing and

18 MS. MCPEAK: Let me ask a follow-up 18 what came out in the ~a~u,, the docummt under cvPL~ and the
19 question. 19 materials we saw last week relative to the 800,000, what
20 The flow targets are based on assumptions for 20 differs is in thv absence of the comprdaensive program that
21 our working hypotheses for habitat restoration, is that 21 we have at CalFed many of the objectives associated with
22 true? 22 the CVP[A to restore anadromous fish rcsttlt in thv use of

23 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Yes. 23 flow to overcome problems that we think we can resolve
24 MS. MCPEAK: If that’s the case and you 24 through new fish scrvens, through pa-haps a different way
25 are Jookir~ at the habitat restoration bein8 the ecosystem25 of eonveyln8 wamr throush the Delta and perhaps as a
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1 result of" additional storage, additional levee programs in 1 point that we would be looking at fish screens to overcome

2 the Delta with the attendant habitat and I think that over 2 the problem of intake, destruction where really the outflow
3 time as we implement the CalFed Program, all aspects of the3 has far more importance for something such as the null
4 Cal.Fed Progra~l, the demand to take care of en~ainment,4 zone.

5 something I’m going to be talking about a little bit later, 5 ~a~ O~a~L: "tes, and we have
6 tlaere won’t be as much focus on flow to get the fish safely6 distin4guished fish screens as a stressor, whereas the
7 past the diversion point. 7 moving of water material, the introduction of nutrients we
8 We’ll have screens as an alternative and I 8 have described as a process.
9 offer that as one example of a way of looking at thin~s. 9 ~s. Mcg~ May I ask one follow-up

10 In th~ CVPIA plan they try to address lack of 10 question since Bob’ s now back in the room.
11 habitat and entrainment in many in~’mnces with flow because11 On the c~,e with respect to that modeling or
12 that ’ s the tool that they were given. 12 the recommendations do you see or are you aware of any

13 We are looking at additional options that 13 conflicts between those recommendations and the a~sumpfions
14 include habitat, physical structures to reduce stress and14 that are in the e~ program?
15 other ways of dealing with problems in the system. So 15 r,~on~rmL: ~ro, Iden’t.
16 right now t.ht~ is a considerable amount of overlap. 16 ~ts. MeP~ t don’t either.
17 I think a lot of those areas that are outside 17 M~. D~,rmL: m fact, we’ve met with those
18 of the overlap over time will be addressed with more 18 representatives on a number of different occasi0ns. They
19 effective habitat work, f’Lsh screens, et cetera, and th~ 19 think we’ve gone a long ways toward~ removing the
20 will be brought closer together. 20 artificial seams l~tween 22 programs.
21 Have I confused you? 21 CI-I_~IM~ M.~DlCad~: llobe~a.
!22 MS. MCPEAK: I’m naturally confused. 22 ~s~ ~ORC, ONOVO: t just wanted to go back
23 But I think what I -- the follow-up question I 23 to a comment that Dick mad~ which I think is very important
24 would have for you is in the ERPP in the working 24 and that is that the ~xt’~, is trying to establish these
25 assumptions what is the most important set of factors for25 essential processes and functions so I do know that there
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1 tkxe restoration of the ecosystem and meeting th~ 1 were comments both from the hydrologist that was on the
2 targets -- target indicators for fLsheries with respect to 2 scientff’lc review panel and from other experts from
3 outflow? 3 different groups that have been looking at that.
4 Do you think it is outflow for the null zone to 4 So I am assunaing that those questions about
5 be best positioned for food and reproduction or is it to 5 hydrology will be addressed as we go forward because there
6 simply to get the fish past intakes? 6 were questions about whether there really were the
7 I mean, how have you -- what does the science 7 sufficient flows to restore some of those alluvial
8 say to you? --- 8 processes but I think the other issue that continues to --
9 MR. DANIEL: The science says to US that 9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Did you want an answer

10 fh-st priority ought to go to these ecosystem functions and10 to that question?
11 processes where very often flow is the energy that moves11 MS. BORGONOVO: I see hi~ nodding his
12 material around. 12 head. Yes.
13 Included in that is the null zone because it 13 CHAmMAN M,~DIGn~r: The record will
14 takes flow to establish ~_at and maintain it. That’s our 14 indicate that tl~ defendant was nodding his head yes.
15 number one priority. 15 MS. BORGONOVO: I wanted to go back to the
16 MS. MC~’EA~: ,~ad that’s what the science 16 whole modeling issue and that’s a question that several of
17 doessay, right? 17 us have asked Les~a" many times but t.h_ere is this sense
18. MR. D~L: xhe science suggests that, 18 that you absolutely have to have a modeling of tbe
19 the scientific review panel that worked with us, again, 19 water -- the irffIow and tl~ outflow and, of course, many
20 emphasized that. 20 environmental groups have made the issue -- case that you
21 Unfortunately, t~ isn’t a body of science .21 not only have to know that but you have to have the water
22 sufficient to document the exact numbers in all areas and22 budget which implies that at some point you do put
23 that’s why we are into the two diamond category. 23 constraints on the kind of water you take out of the
24 MS. MCPEAI~ okay. I looked confused 24 system.

25 because I w~ concerned that perhaps v¢~ vce~ missin8 that!25 So I just think that that will continue to
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1 arise and I don’t know in which one of the programs it willi M~. RAA8: That says you have to have say
2 be answered. 2 an average 16,000,000 acre feet over a period each year for
3 I don’t know if it’s part of the Common Program 3 ten years.
4 or maybe it’s part of storage and conveyance or the whole4 MS. McPEAK: I want to try to answer and
5 issue of how much efficiency there is in the system. 5 ask Lester to comment if I’m off. Okay?
6 MS. MCPEAK: we need Leste~" to respond to 6 EXECUTNE DIRECTOR SNOW: Okay.

7 that. 7 MS. MCPEAK: The answer is that’s exactly
8 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Lester. 8 What this whole program is about. There’s several factors
9 EXECUTNE DmECTOR SNOW: Naturally, I was 9 that would look at -- that impact the ecosystem of the

10 looking for an overhead. 10 estuary. Outflow is one of those and in theory that’s what
11 You know, to a large extent I was looking for 11 those targets for outflow are about.
12 the one that we’ve been using for a long time. This is the12 The targets for outflow -- in the xnodeLing the
13 new one. This is the water budget. This is what happens13 targets for outflow are greater than what is happening in
14 in the Bay-Delta system. 14 dry years and in some normal years and it is somewhat less
15 This much goes to outflow and ff I didn’t have 15 than what is happening in wet and very wet years.
16 this overlay then you’d have this much being exported, that16 MIL RAAB: Are you talking about what
17 much in the Delta, that much upstream, and essentially what17 has -- tl~ history?.
18 we are going to be able to provide on these alternatives is18 MS. MCPF_AK: NO. No. I am talldng about
19 the new water budget that would be envisioned by the 19 what is the working assumption in those targets for
20 alternative that gets implemented, how it would change wet20 outflows.
21 year, above normal, below normal, and so to a large extent21 Because I heard your question being are we
22 that’s part of the evaluation of the alternative, how does22 going to come up with what is required on an annual or
23 it modify the water budget against in this case existing 23 average, say, ten-year period and it’s my understanding
24 conditions and so if there is something ottu:a" than that 24 that that’s an imperative within tl~ CaIFOd Program, the
25 that’s implied by the term water budget, then obviously we25 outflow targets that are in these work]rig assumptions are
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1 can get into more detail but basically when we look at how 1 based on the seimce as we know them.
2 we are changing the, you know, hydrmalie configuration or2 They may b¢ off but that’s why we wouldtake an
3 hydrologic configuration and how we would be changing the3 adaptive management approach and the so-called water budget
4 annual hydrograph is part of what our evaluation is. 4 would end up with outflow greater than what’s happening now
5 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: I have Bob Raab and 5 today in dry years, certainly, prohably more than what is
6 then Alex. 6 hap1~ning at certain times durin~ nortaal years because of
7 MR. RAAB: In that chart of the future ~ 7 the constraints of the system and somewhat less than what
8 water budget will -- it wi!~ show the outflow, which to me 8 is available in wet years.
9 means water flowing into San Francisco Bay. 9 Wottld you comment on my -

I0 The.re is a ~}l’b’~’llise thGo, i’~ or 1"llaybe ~ is an i0 ~ DIRECTOR SNOW: Yl~lh, tllat’$ a

11 unanswered assum~ption there, how much water should beill fair way to say it.
12 flowing into the Bay to maintain a healthy system? 12 I guess what I want to distinguish here is the
13 I understand that you can’t have the same water 13 difference between science and consensus among scientists,
14 flow every year but I am thinking over say a ten-year 14 which are two very differ~t things.
15 period would you have some baseline fl0w, outflow, intothe15 ~,tS.McPF_x~ we are trying to discover
16 Bay? 16 science.
17 Is that something -- is that something you are 17 EXECtJTtVE DtREC’rOR StCOW: yeah, weare
18 going to target, look at? 18 trying to move on sound, scientific information, but when
19 CI-IAIRMAN MADIGAN: Sunne. 19 we are talking about changing a hydrograph by basicatly a
20 MS. MCPEAK: Put that back up again if you 20 line thinner than you can draw on a chart like this there
21 can. 21 is no absointe science answer that you know what the
22 MR. RAM]: I mean something based on -- 22 impacts of that are so small in the system that what you
23 MS. MCPEAK: On science. 23 try to do is get some consensus among scientists.
24 MR. RAAB: -- on a Science. 24 I mean, that’s actuary the process that led to
2.5 MS. McPEAK: Yes. ]25 the x2. requirement that we operate und~ now in the a~tem,
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1 as much agreement as possible. 1 water habitat.
2 So I agree with what Sunne is saying. We are 2 I think you’ll see there that there is very
3 trying to -- you know, these are the peaks and so it’s not 3 little change in the number of x2 days which is kind of a
4 just the total flow into the Bay that’s important. 4 critical parameler to look at when you’re evaluating the
5 If you cut all this off and you have uniform 5 impacts of the alternatives not only on the Delta but also
6 steady flow, that would be disastrous for the Bay and so 6 the Bay.
7 you have to look at natural processes and maintain peaks as7 We haven’t yet done these studies but wr will
8 well as total volume andso that’s what we are trying to 8 be doing studies in the future looking at the impact of the
9 incorporate into some of these strategies, is be able to 9 alternatives on stratification in the Bay. on mixing in

10 maintain these peak high flows which serve a purpose of10 San Pablo Bay, those kinds of issues.
11 stratification in South Bay, for example, but still be able 1 So we are going to be looking at it to the
12 to end up with something like this where you are using some12 exl~mt that our modeling allows us to do that and

13 of these higher flows to deal with both water supply and 13 displaying tbe results but we don’t cmpect that flaet~e will
14 envirornnental flows in the lower periods. 14 be any large impacts on either of those factors either

15 MS. MCPEAK: Comntent back on what we 15 because as you can see from the hydrograph we are skimming
16 haven’t seen, Bob, in your question. 16 off a very small percentage of these lsrg~ lar~ flood

17 Where are we off?. 17 flows that are moving through the Dedta and into the Bay.

18 MR. RAAB: It sounds good. 18 ~ Wa~DrGAN: okay.

19 But I have no recollection of ever seeing this 19 I have Alex, Byron, Roberta and Steve.
20 stated explicitly in the ERPP or other places. 20 Alex.

21 I must have missed son,thing Ix~ause I don’t 21 ~a. mT_nmmAND: r’m not quite clear on
22 recall seeing anywhere that there is a target that is a22 how we are handling the change with time of inflow vexsus

23 baseline flow to come, a baseline flow to come or inflow23 outflow and exports.
24 into San Francisco Bay that will be strongly guaranteed or24 At any given moment we have - the outflow is

25 assured.’ 25 the inflow minus the exports and the oonsumption within the
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1 EXECUnVE DmSCrOR SNOW: well, I don’t I Delta which is pretty constant at the moment, although we
2 think we have that in that fashion. 2 are talking about increasing that by ehanging from ag to
3 I mean, we have outflow in both the base -- or 3 wetlands.
4 existing conditions as well as the no action alternative4 Now, over time we anticipate that the inflow is
5 and then everythin~ in the alternatives that change that5 going to continue to decline as it has in recent decades.
6 would be compared to that and so you ear, see the.changes6 The increase in consumptive use to grow food,

7 that are made, both in terms of, for example, higher 7 the shiR of population into the Valley from other places,
8 critical time flows and then lower peak flows. 8 and the increase in exports from the Tuolunme to the Bay

9 MR. RAAB: But there will be a baseline 9 Area are all going to decrease the inflow.
i0 for whatever peak or valley flow -- ~ will be -- I 10 At the same time we know that the Metr0politan
11 don’t know what the right word is -- attempt, an effort or11 Water District, for example, is banking on getting 400,000

12 there will be -- whether it’s a dry year, normal year, you12 acre feet more water to the south as an export from the
13 will meet a certain baseline criteria? 13 Delta via transfers.
14 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: We haven’t set 14 Other districts also plan cumulatively some

15 up a regulatory requirement. 15 comparable amount so the exports presumably increase even
16 There is a baseline that all of this will be 16 by virtue of transfers and the inflow is going to continue

17 compared to, but in terms of having established an absolute17 to decrease.
18 number and an absolute year type that is embodied in the18 Our program is supposed to have a shelf life
19 existing standards that are being applied to all model19 that’s not really defined, I guess, but presumably at least
20 runs. 20 to 2025 and by that time these numbers are going to shift
21 MR. YAEGER: m fact -- Bob, bealittle 21 quite a bit so if we have a fixed outflow, whatarewe
22 more specific. 22 going to do about these changes?

23 In our modeling runs we have looked at the 23 EXECIYnvE DIRECTOR SNOW: Well, where do I
24 effect of each one of the alternatives on the number of x224 start?
:25 dsys and you’ll Fhud that in your packet under thu brackets25 I’m not sure I’m tracldr,4~ all the numbers that
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1 you are throwing out, Alex, in terms of Metropolitan’s I dramatically by alternative. Essentially those that have
2 demand on the system and how much transfers that th~3v are2 more storage can offset and add some additional supplies.
3 aft,~’. 3 Those without storage go a little way towards
4 I mean, what we are trying to do is come up 4 offsetting but perhaps don’t offset the whole amount.
5 with a balance to the system, how much water supply is 5 ~ 8mOE~D: well ~ think we ought to
6 available, how much transfer opportunity is available, and6 have some quantitative indication of the extent to which
7 the way we are approaching this that will be what it is and7 the proposed new storage would indeed offset these things.
8 w~t the requ~ts ~,r~. 8 . E2~,CUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW:

9 I’m having a hard time being r-~ponsive to your 9 distinguishing characteristics is the quantification of the

I0 specific question. I0 supply opportunity that shows th~ variance between the
11 MR. HILDEBRAND: Well, are you -- in I I alternatives.
12 making these analyses are you looking at present figures or12 ~ MA~tSAN: All right. Byron.
13 2025 f’tgures? 13 M~.BUC~ Yeah, Iwanted to switehto
14 And if you look at 2025 figures, how are you 14 mother Common Program since Lester is asking for c~mments

15 aceounting for the probable decrease in inflow with the15 on all of them at this point and that’s the water use

16 given hydrology and the probable increase in exports, 16 mCficlency program, which is really designed to assure

17 whether you’ve mad, as I have, th~ 400,000 f’~re isn’t17 �£ficicncy us~.

18 particularly germane. It’s just an example. 18 CVWA and th~ Environmental Water Caucus has
19 MR- YAEGE_R: Alex, in Our nO 8~’fJ.on 19 bccn working on th~ urban portion of that in trying to

20 alternative which is the baseline against which we measure20 pmvid~ som~ detail on how actually w~ pmvid¢ assurance

21 all of our alternatives that includes this development and21 that urban SM~’s arc, being done and ~ is an issue
22 deanand to year 2020 so vce are looking at all ~ factors22 that’s dgveloping som~ real di.’stinction between tl~ group

23 that you ~ a~out and you’ll see, I think, when Mark23 and that is on CalF~’s proposal for wal~r bas~ sanctions.

24 makes his preseatation a little later on storage and 24 That is, for those that wouldn’t

25 conveyance that, yes, them is a decrease over existing25 impkanenting the s~re, s you wouldn’t b¢ abl~ to
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1 conditions as far as tbe amount of export wat~ available,1 transfers out of the system, any new water or access to the

2 assuming that you maintain the same Bay-Delta standards.2 Delta water bank and the urbans find that to be a problem

3 But you’ll also see in Mark’s presentation that 3 and we don’t think that’s an effective way to have an
4 them is a significant contribution that can be made from 4 assurance.

5 shifting tl~ water, as Lester has indicated on his graph, 5 Because it oniy affects those that are looking

6 from those high peak flood flows into the critical periods,6 for new water out of the system and we bel2eve consercation
7 dry and caStical periods, and you can in fact produce 7 is really appropriate for everybody that is in the system
8 additional water in those-peaSods for both environmental 8 now to the extent that you can f’md cost effective
9 uses and for ag and urban uses. 9 conservation it ought to be being done wberever it is

10 M~ rm~EB~: Are you saying then that I0 indeed cost effective and we prefer more of an

11 the proposed yield of the proposed new storage facilities 11 administrative structural approach to it where there is an
12 ~ offset these declines and increase in exports? 12 assurance, there is a certification, there are people

13 MS. MCPEAK: Yes. 13 subject to being called on the cart~ and timed if they are
14 MR. HILDEBRAND: Has that direct 14 not i.mt31ernenting the BMP’S but rather you don’t go to a

15 assessment been made, the yield you are proposing will15 water based sanction automatically which wouldn’t even
16 indeed cover these changes irt inflow and export? 16 catch people who didrt’t rteed new water out of the system.
17 EXECUaTVE DIRECTOR SNOW: That chan~,es 17 So we think everybody again ought to be

18 widely with ~ alternative that you would select. 18 implementing the BM~’s i£ they are cost effective and that

19 MR. HILDEBRAND: Well, in looking at the 19 there are real administrative problems with ~ water based
20 alternatives will you define for us ~ extent to which20 sanction approach when you may have a subretailer three or
21 that is true or isn’t true with a given proposal? 21 four tiers down the line from somebody, a wholesaler that’s
22 MR. YAEGER: We can do that. We haven’t, 22 actually getting a transfer, it’sadministratively very

23 I don’t think, done that On a graphic for today but we can23 difficult to actually get to the source of ~ violation

24 do that for you. 24 and the source of the retail Agency that isn’t doing BMP’s.
,25 Bu~ as Le.ste~ said, it varies pretty 25 We feel the b-tru~tum i~ appropriate that gc~
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1 right to the retail level and certifies retail 1 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: steve.
2 implementation of BMP and to the extent there are wholesale2 MR. HALL: well, I, too, was going on
3 aMP’S, wholesalers as well and makes everyone do it if they3 comment on something else.
4 are connected to the Bay-Delta system whether tl~ey need new4 Now I’m going to talk about water conservation
5 water or not. And that issue is under discussion with the 5 but I’d really like to hear what Lester was going to say on
6 CUWAcaucus. 6 the subject.
7 It will come back in some form, either resolved 7 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Well, I was
8 or with two different positions. 8 going to frame this --
9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: That makes s~alse. 9 MR. HALL: By the way, I reserve some time

10 All right. Good. 10 when he’s done. Thank you.
11 Roberta. 11 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: I WaS going to
12 MS. BORGONOVO: weil, I was going to 12 frame this issue in the context of where we are and where
13 comment on tl~ hydrograph but I guess instead I’ll comment13 we could go.
14 on water use efficiency. 14 We clearly in our draft program have
15 We’ve been in discussions with CUWA for more 15 established the premise that if you want CalFed benefits
116 than a year and we thought we were moving forward together16 and we typically have described those as getting access to
17 very well and we thought we had all agreed that water based17 any yield that would result from the program or access to a
18 sanctions would be there. 18 water market then you have to have implemented those
19 We understood the problem of the wholesalers 19 measures and we established that very clearly and it’s even
20 beeanse the BM~’s are implemented on the retail level but20 related to the transfer policy establislaed by the Governor.
21 it’s very clear that without wholesale involvement and 21 We haven’t taken the next step, which is
22 support of BMP’s you don’t get nearly the water [22 exactly what happens. It sounds like the urban folks are
23 conservation and it is the water wholesalers that are to a!23 reacting that the implication of that policy is you may not
24 large extent the big players wl~en it comes to demand.24 enter into that transfer, and we haven’t defined that.
25 . SO I would hope that we’ll be able to have a 25 A potential outcome, though, as we get into
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1 meeting that we have scheduled on Monday go for~n~ and notI implementation issues could be that you can go ahead and
2 have what I’m afraid we are going to se~ as backsliding 2 enter into that transfer but it costs you a thousand
3 simply because we w~e trying to address it in a way that 3 dollars an acre foot into a conservation fund or $2,000 an
4 would allow wholesalers who might have retail agencies that 4 acre foot or maybe ten (inandible).
5 were not fully complying a way so that th~ wouldn’t be 5 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: So I think this
6 penalized but n~s those water based sanctions we 6 issue, I’m glad to hear that there is a further discussion
7 think are very important and right now they are the only 7 going on on Monday but we probably will have to get to the
8 kind of real mechanism them-for moving things forward. 8 implementation side of this.
9 I mean, there are a lot of sticks out there. 9 I think it’s extremely important that if people

10 CalFed has said that they’ll have technical 10 are going to enjoy CalFed benefits that it’s dear that
11 help and they’ll have financial help but there’s ~ 11 th~ must do certain things to kind of carry their side of
12 pretty much agreement so far that you need both sticks and 12 the load on this.
13 carrotsand that is one of tbe sticks. 13 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: Did you want to ask
14 CHAn~A~ ~IGAN: okay. Byron. 14 your question now?.
15 u~. atrca~: i didn’t mean to indicate that 15 MR. I-IALL: well, like everybody else I’m
16 there is no wholesaler commitment to aMP’s. We need to 16 really going to make a statement.
17 have one and we need to figure out what that’s going to b~. 17 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: That’s the typical

18 The issue is what’s the appropriate sanction 18 question around here, sure.
19 for not implementing sMP’s and how do you apply it7 To 19 MR. HALL: on the issue of water
20 whom do you apply it to7 20 conservation ttm ag urban group discussed this at some
21 CP, Atm~MADtGA~: okay. 21 length recently.
22 Ms. MCt~EAI~ Are you still meetin~g on 22 Byron knows far more about this than I do but

23 Monday? 23 my sense of the discussion is there is a fairly strong
24 ME aUC~ Yes. This was just beads up. 24 feeling that water conservation has to be a central element
25 It’s not... 25

l~O thiS.
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i However, there are a lot of existing regulatory I but I’ve got to admit it’s effective -- and that is you
2 sticks laying around from waste and unreasonable use in the2 don’t play you don’t get any benefits.
3 Constitution to what Lester is now describing as in order 3 Now, having said that there is a lot of debate
4 to receive CalFed benefits you’ve got to comply with ~ 4 that will probably continue on about what the program looks
5 water conservation elements in CalFed and the difficulty 5 Like but to me to set the standard ecen higher than that is
6 for Water Agencies who are public agencies by and large is6 not reasonable and I think you are going to f’md that most
7 that they are giving up in a negotiated process where they7 ot’ the Water Agencies in California would agree. ~ are
8 are negotiating with parties that have no particular vested8 not going to have their water supply held hostage to this.
9 interest in this resource which is precious and expensive,9 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: SO to clarify

10 no particular vested interest in how that resource is 10 exactly where CalFed is today in terms of the draft Common
11 allocated for the benefit of these public agency customers11 Program that’s in these alternatives, in terms of ag urban
12 and for them to say, sure, we’ll give up some water ff we12 we have picked up the two existing processes, the BMP
13 don’t dot every i and cross every t is to them an 13 process and the Mou with that for urban, on the ag side,
14 unreasonable thing to ask. 14 AB 3616 and basically we have pulled those in as they
15 What CalFed needs to do in my view and I think15 exist, which are largely voluntary processes. I mean,
16 I am,speaking for others as well is adopt a r~tsonabl¢ 16 there is a Council and a eertif’leation and that sort of
17 conservation program, a set of goals in a program which is17 thing.
18 sort of baseline which yon’re gnt to meet and then those18 What we have added to it, though, is that for
19 who comply receive the benefits and those who don’t. 19 you to get the CalFed benefits it’s not voluntary any
20 Now, CUWA has chosen to go further and say 20 longer.
21 everybody who delivers urban water ought to meet a certain21 You must show that you have complied and have
22 conservation standard which I think is an admirable 22 implemented the cost effective mcasaa~. So that’s what’s
23 position for them to take but I think to say that Water 23 on the table at this point.
24 Agencies who might receive a direct or indirect benefit 24 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Roberta, do you want to
25 from CalFed have to negotiate with other parties who then25 add anything to that?
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1 judge whether or not they’ve met the standard and if they 1 ras. ~ORC-O~rOVO: t guess it was a w~k ago
2 don’t, their customers lose a reliable water supply is to 2 when I saw Tim Quinn down at the power eonfeamee that he
3 me not a reasonable proposition and something I could not3 fhst used this term you ar~ affecting ore: water rights and
4 possibly recon’anend to them. 4 I was tenlly surprised by that because the warn" right is
5 MS. MCPF_Ag: IS that what is being 5 the water you have.
6 proposed? 6 We have not - we’ve agreed a long ~ ago
7 MR. I-IALL: It iS what is being proposed, 7 that it’s very difficult to get at people’s water rights.
8 yes. --- 8 Many districts don’t have the waler .rights.
9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Lestel’. 9 They have contract fights but what we are talking about is

10 EXE~ DIRECTOR SNOW: Steve -- I0 something that is over and above the water you have and
11 MR.HALL: Yes, Les. 11 that’s aec~ss to the drought water bauk, the transfers, and
12 F_)~CUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: I couldn’t tell. 12 new walcr supply.

13 Were you saying that you thought that CalFed 13 I find that very surprising that the term would
14 was designing that kind of program that you don’t like?14 he used you are affecting oar water supply.
15 MR. HALL: NO, I hope you’re not. 15 But I want to tell you that I have been in
16 I think that is what is being proposed in the 16 many, many different arenas talking about water
17 form of water sanctions, that if you don’t meet the 17 eonsc~atioa and the public is way out ahead of management.
18 standard that we have negotiated for you, you’ll lose some18 The public does ~ in conserving water and
19 of your water supply through your customers. 19 they especially helieve in eonserving water if they think
20 What I’m arguing for is that CalFed not adopt 20 it will benefit the environment.
21 that as a standard that must be met because it isn’t the 21 So I’m really surprised that it’s being
22 reason standard. 22 charact~a’ized in this fashion because that hasn’t been
123 The price is too high. There are other 23 what’s been under discussion and it certainly hasn’t been
24 regulatory sticks that you can pick up and, Lester, you 24 the character of the discussions betw~m cuwA and L, wc_
25 l~robably designed the best one. I don’~ liko it very much,25 I alao w~mt to rtax~ diff~xaat work.shops wtxm
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1 we just revised our BMP’s, and I was in Southern 1 We are seeking to make it reliable and we are
2 California, I was in the Valley and I was in Northern 2 investing a lot of tim.e and money to do it and to say then
3 California and this was laid out and it was not really with3 at the end, by the way, we’ve now set another standard.
4 surprise. 4 You also have to do this further thing in order
5 I mean, I think the public in California 5 to remake your water supplies reliable is to us not a
6 believes that water is a scarce resource and must be used6 reasonable proposition.
7 efficiendy to benefit all of us. 7 CHAmMAN MADIGAN: Roberta.
8 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Steve. 8 MS. BORGONOVO: I want to go back to again
9 MR. HALL: I agree. 9 what Bob Raab pointed out and that is he asked what will

I0 People think conservation is important. Poll I0 happen to --
i 1 after poll, however, show they’re not willing to invest 11 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: You must have been
12 large sums of money -- of their own money or alter their 12 rather Delphic about this, Bob, because they are both using
13 lifestyles to accomplish it and so there is a strict limit 13 you as --
14 to their demand for water conservation. 14 MS. BORGO~tOVO: Yes, that’s right.
15 The point here is not about the ethic of 15 MR. RAAB: I’m unstinting in my gratitude.
16 conservation. I think we’ve all embraced that. That 16 CHAmMAN MADIGAN: well, there we are.
17 battle has been fought and won on the side of conservation. 17 (Laughter)

18 I want to go back to a point that Bob Raab 18 MS. BORGONOVO: I ~ Bob asked the
19 made, which I think is very important, and that is what are 19 question, what will happen to the hydrograph over the long

20 we really after here and I think Sunne answered it well 20 term if there continue to be demands on it and people who
21 We are talldng about shift~ diversions from 21 believe in conservation believe that one way to get
22 when it is dry to when it is wet, and we are going to 22 reliability is to lessen your demand through conservation.

23 invest a very, very large sum of money to fu~¢, 23 The conservation practices in the urban sector
24 rehabilitate the ecosystem and second, provide facilities 24 are based on the cost benefit analysis and so it is always

25 necessary to do that. 25 amazing to people how much agencies are willing to invest
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1 In return the Water Aq~Ticies who are charged I in supply side and they seem to have no confidence in the
2 with the responsibility for delivering the public’s water 2 demand side even though the water us~ in Soutlm’n

3 need to be able to assure those customers that their water 3 California fell by about 500,000 acre feet after the
4 supply is going to be reliable. Today it is not. It is 4 drought. That is a huge amount of water but no one wants
5 subject to the whims of nature and how salmon behave in tlm 5 to rely on that.
6 ecosystem. 6 This is a very important difference in our

7 We’ve al.l agreed we need to protect the salmon. 7 approach, but I can’t see that we are wrong in our approach
8 The question is how are we going to do it? 8 in saying that if over the long term you don’t try to use
9 We can do it by redirecting impacts from the 9 what you have more wisely you will not be able to save the

i0 salmon to our economy and our lifestyle or we can invest a I0 ecosystem in the long term and that is the name of the

11 lot of money, which we are preparing to do so that we don’t II game.
12 have to redirect those impacts, that we can have both a 12 It isn’t how much money comes into the

13 reliable supply and we can restore, at least rehabilitate 13 ecosysl~m for restoration, it’s whether the ecosystem gets
14 the ecosystem. But that’s the quid pm quo. 14 restored and l think we are all here really lislrning to

15 That is the deal, that in return we are not 15 the reliability issue. We are not discounting that.

16 going to have the bar set even higher than receiving the 16 Because we are all purt of the ecosystan, too.

17 bermf’its of CalFed. 17 We all rely on the water supplies of our own water Agency,

18 We are going to be able to assure our customers 18 but I find this whole characterization very discouraging
19 that if we comply with these voluntary programs to conserve 19 because it’s very clear that there is strong public support
20 water, undertake reasonable efforts to do it, then we will 20 for the Common Program of water conservation and recycling.
21 receive tl~ benefits of CalFed, which bottom line reliable 21 Ma. HALL: l’m done. I made my point.
22 water supply, hopefully at an affordable cost. 22 ClIAIRMAN MADIOAN: okay. I enjoyed that

23 So to say that because you are not going after 23 thoroughly.

24 their existing supplies you are not going after the 24 Thank you.
25 !’~JabjJj~ L~ not trt~. Itfs not r~ijable today. 25 David.
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I MR. GUY: I guess we’d add to the comment 1 have identified what we would consider to be the high side
2 that Steve has made. 2 impact.
3 Our focus and I guess our concerns from the 3 Th~ issue that has been raised about this,
4 outset in this process have been, of course, the 4 though, has indicated to us as you move forward with the
5 reallocation of ag water and the conversion of ag land that5 implementation strategy there needs to be an effort to
6 are clearly part of the exnnmon programs and in our view 6 avoid particularly prime and unique ag lands as you go
7 that goes directly to the heart of the no redirected 7 through an implementation process.
8 impacts. 8 It’s unlikely that even with an effort like
9 And, Lester, I know you’re telling us to kind 9 that you would completely avoid impact on prime and unique

10 of hold off on ~ solution principles and let’s apply them10 ag lands and so you have to come up with a mi~i_gation
11 when we see the whole package and l think, youlmow, we’ll11 strategy.
12 give you the benefit of the doubt say on the water side of12 So there is not a decision to retire ag land
13 things but with respect to ag land conversion when you look13 per se but the by-product of some of our actions is an
14 at the whole package of what we will ultimately see, there14 impact on ag land and some of that ag land is pHme and
15 is nothing in there that will change the ag land conversion15 unique ag land and we have to deal with that.
16 coml3onent whieh strongly suggests to us that there has been16 ~a~.Gtr~: welLthe~isn’t-lmvm’twe
17 a strong decision made that, yes, we are going to convert17 already then maile the decision that, ~s, we are going to
18 agricultural land as part of this process and in our view 18 redirect impacts7
19 that’s a significant redirected impact and it’s bad public19 I mean, there is nothing left that’s going to
20 policy. : 20 avoid that, is there, in any of the other programs?
21 So I guess the question that comes out of this 21 ~ DmSCTOR SNOW: well-
22 is how are we not supposed to be concerned about ag land22 lvaL Gtr~: ~t’s not too early to apply the
23 conversion? 23 solution principles in this case, is it7
24 We can talk about water reallocation in another 24 ~xEcr.rla~ DIIt~---’I’OR SNOW: I think you have
25 forum because there’s clearly some issues that will have to25 to apply the solution principles to the e~atire alternative.
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1 be discussed on that butthere is nothing left in ag land 1 You have to make a judgment has, you know, agriculture in
2 conversion. 2 California been treated equitably in tl~ process and what
3 There is nothing you can do to address that 3 we want to get into this afternoon is looking at the entire
4 issue in any of your oth~ programs so is that a CatFed 4 alternatives and what happens as a result of those.
5 policy decision that, yes, we are going to convert ag land5 And in the ease of ag land where, you know, you
6 to other uses as part of this program? 6 have no choice, if you are going to do a setback levee, you
7 CHAmMAN MADIGAN: Lester. 7 will retire some ag land" then you simply have to deal with
8 EXE~ DIgECTOR SNOW: ~ro, it’S not a 8 that and come up with a milSgation strategy, a compensation
9 decision to convert ag land. 9 strategy to deal with it.

10 What we have identified in the impact 10 If the standard on redirected impacts is you
I 1 assessment though as a product of some of the actions that11 can have no impact, then there are no alternatives that
12 we’re taking can be ag land conversion and tbe two largest12 will fit that requirement.
13 areas that we have in the program that can have that impact13 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: sunne.
14 is, f’u’st, the water quality pr0gram wbere we have I14 MS. McPEAK: David" let me ask you a
15 identified as dealing with the salinity problems the 15 couple follow-up guest.ions.
16 potential of retiring as much as I believe 90,000 16 I’ve not understood that the Farm Bureau was
17 acres -- somebody correct me if I’m mistaken -- but I think17 opposed to the retirement of the land that has a lot of
18 that’s what’s identified as the high side impact. 18 selenium, magnesium contamination.
19 That’s not inconsistent with other work that 19 Is that an accurate undergandin_g?
20 has been done as you probably know in the Valley. 20 MR. GUY: Yeah. No, I think it’s
21 The other area that gets into ag land impacts 21 recognized that there are going to be some cases, whether
22 or ag land conversion as an impact is tl~ ecosystem pr~ram22 it be some of the hot spots, and there is going to be
23 where we have targeted certaln kinds of habitat that 23 some land that’s going to be taken out for facilities, if
24 generally when you look for lands that would be appropriate24 that’s part of the mix.
25 For that lcind of habitat, there is ag land th6"r¢ and so w~ 25 Clearly that, I think, is understandable. It’s
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1 when you start getting into those fringe areas of taking agI water use efficiency and the otlmr one about the balancing

2 land out of conversion is when I think you start raising 2 of water supplirs, demands out of the Delta.
3 some issues. 3 And we generally support what Lester is saying
4 MS. MCPEAK: Okay. Let me ask the next 4 about water use efficiency.

5 question. 5 I think the written statement in the CalFed
6 What I just heard Lester diseuss as to the say 6 material is very good, and we understand the requirement
7 setbacks and land that might be impacted has still been7 that you v~re just discussing for compliance with water use
8 discussed in all of the deliberations to date as a 8 efficiency measures in order to gain the benefits of the
9 voluntary selling or -- weLl, selling either land or 9 CalFed Program.

10 rights, easements, by the landowner. 10 We don’t see any way to get around that so we
11 Is that not true7 11 think we surely support that, but I do want to say very
12 MR.GUY: correcL As a practical matter, 12 sincerdy that there is a strong feeling of responsibRity
13 though, I mean, you can’t have levee setbacks and expect a13 in the organizations I am involvtxi with, Kern County Water
14 voluntary program. I mean, that’s unrealistic. 14 Agehcy, Southern California Water Committee to support and
15 So I think Y0U have to -- you know, when 15 do all they can for water use efficiency.
16 realism kicks into this you are going to be talking about a16 Those are programs that pcuple really get
17 program that wLll take ag land out of production. You17 behind and I think we all support them here and we support
18 can’t have one IXa’son on a levee, you know, sell out and18 the CaIFed position that they should he LocaLly directed
19 his neighbor not. It just doesn’t work that way so...19 and should he managed on an incentive basis and not on a
20 MS. McPEAK: Correct. Okay. Okay. 20 mandatory basis.
21 Do you think that there is a lot of -- them 21 But when we hear people call for more stringent
22 are some, well, willing sellers that we’re likely to get22 mandatory requirements which we understand to be
23 the cooperation of farmers on this restoration program?23 legislative or mo~ severe administrative requirements we
24 MR. GUY: well, I’m sure. I mean, there 24 do not think those should he in the ~. We think the
25 always will be. 25 program is okay the way it’s now stated.
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1 MS. McPEAK: I mean, I guess I’m asking a 1 In regard to the balancing of water from the
2 daetorical question but my experience is that the farmers2 Delta, gain, Bob Raab’s feeling that his flow is going to
3 are actually probably, you know, pretty smart about all of3 somehow be stinted in the Delta that he’s in the same
4 this stuff, will understand it and we’Ll get a lot of 4 position that those of us who depend on the Delta for an
5 cooperation. 5 export water supply are, that I don’t think you are going
6 And so still recognizing the problem you said 6 to get a numerical evaluation of what the water supply
7 you can’t have one landowner and a setback on the next one7 that’s going to be there for flow into the Bay any more
8 and so there might be somg give and take. 8 than we are going to get a numerical resaalt from this as to
9 So those are the two situations I am currently 9 what the export water supply is going to be and again we

10 aware of that might impact ag land, selenium contamination,10 are going to have to depend on this balancing of the
11 the habitat restoration where there are setbacks; 11 programs year-by-year amongst each of these activities.
12 Are there right now some additional setbacks on12 So again in the same degee as we don’t want to
13 ag that you see that we haven’t thoroughly addressed713 see mandatory requirements for ~ use efficiency, we
14 MP,. GUY: WeLl, you mentioned -- I think 14 don’t think that there is a -- anything to be served by
15 ~ is the levee setback and the habitat restoration. 15 calling for some type of specific n~cal amount of water
16 I think those are two separate issues and the 16 that’s to flow out of the Bay.
17 habitat restoration is pretty obtuse at this point, but 17. Wtma you look at the items that are controlling
18 dearly I think that has some concerns and Alex has some18 the flow of fresh water from the fiver system through the
19 ideas on that because, as I understand it, most of that’s19 Delta into the Bay is the x2, the whole system of the
20 going to be in the Delta and to a certain extent on the20 accord, the D-1485 requirements and so on and so forth, the
21 Sacmanento River. 21 reqttirements are there, the operational standards are
22 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: Allright. Thankyou. 22 there, and it’s just that all of those things have to
23 I have Stu and then Alex. i23 function together and I don’t think we are going to see a
24 MR. I’YLE: ~ wanted to go back to the two numerical number that anybody can pin their hopes on and
’25 earJier questions you were discussion, the Fu-st one about25 say this is it any more than the State water contractors
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1 can say we are going to get 4.2 million acre feet of water 1 beneficial we’ve got to be willing to go forward, identify
2 every year. 2 the impacts and be able to mitigate or respond to the
3 CrlMRMAN MADIGAN: Alex. 3 impacts associated with it.
4 MR. HIIA)EBRAND: FirSt a comm~t~ thela a 4 MR. HILDEBRAND: well, I guess my problem
5 question.. 5 is that we seem to be assuming that we’re going to be able
6 This willing seller thing is grossly overdone. 6 to acquire large quantities of land without impacts that
7 You might have willing sellers for setback levee because 7 will cause us to back away from it and I agree with you.
8 you’ve got a couple guys that whose kids have gone 8 You have to do it on a site-by-site basis but
9 somewhere else and they are ready to mtire but setting 9 until do you that l don’t think you can prejudge that you

10 back that levee may change the failure risk for the entire10 are going to be able to make big an acquisition.
11 district. I 1 EXECLrrwE DIREC’IX)R SNOW: well, in order
12 It affects other people and this is pretty 12 to do an impact assessment you’ve got to be able to make
13 genemlly the case and we have all received think a copy of13 some judgments about it and this issue doesn’t just apply
14 a document Dwg put out in about ’ 95, I think it was, about14 to ecosystem.

15 water transfers and one of the conclusions at the end of 15 That seems to be the focus, that somehow land
16 that was that ~ is no way that a willing seller and a 16 conversion for ecosystem purposes is kind of a not worthy
17 willing buyer cma get together and make a deal that doesn’t17 thing.
18 affect third parties. 18. However, ff we want to acquire a valley for a
19 And the same is true on these land sales. 19 new reservoir for water supply, that’s good and we’ll be
20 They’re going to affect third parties and that leads to my20 able to work our way through the impacts of that.
21 question. 21 They’re both the same kinds of land acquisition
22 Lester, you spoke about mitigating the effect 22 for the purposes of fbdng the Bay-Delta system and we have
23 of these land acquisitions. 23 to be able to work our way through the problems associated
24 How are you going to mitigate them? ’ 24 with that.
25 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: well, I mean, 25 CKAm.MAN MADIGAN: ALl. right. I have two
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1 the short answer is l don’t know. You won’t know how toI requests for speakers from the andience.
2 mitigate a specifie acquisition until you look at the 2 The fLrst is Rormie Cohen from NR~C - rm
3 specifics of it. 3 sorry, Mr. Spear, excuse me.
4 There can be some land acquisitions that have 4 MR. SPEAR: I’m sorry, with some
5 absolutely no third party impacts associated with them or5 hesitation I bring this up because I don’t know what we are
6 you can have a single seller of an entire island, which is 6 going to start but the principle you established under
7 the case in some small places in the Delta and you can look7 water use efficiency that there would be some mechanism
8 at third party impacts and-there may not be any. 8 that entities would not be able to get the benefits of
9 You can have other situations -- 9 CalFed process if they didn’t meet certain standards I read

i0 Mg. mLDESP, AN~: Well, that would have 10 in the water qtudity something -- going through the
11 third party impacts, Lester. !1 documents -- and I don’t know if it’s as clear as that and
12 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: well, I guess 12 I wanted to ask the question just so we can get it out on
13 the point is, Alex, it may or may not depending on how you13 the table, are we following that same principle in the
14 analy~ it and so there is no universal answer to that 14 water quality component?
15 other than to say that you have to assess those impacts on15 There is a slight reference but it’s fuzzy.
16 each specific project as you move forward. 16 EXE~ DIRECTOR SNOW: I am not aware
17 MR. HILDEBRANd: But ff the impacts are 17 of something that’s quite that parallel. I don’t know.
18 going to occur -- I agree that there will be some times 18 Rick Woodard.
19 when they wouldn’t -- but if they are going to occur, I 19 The question was are there any -- the standard
20 don’t know how you mitigate them. 20 we have for getting CalFed benefits you have to have
21 EXE~ DIRECTOR SNOW: well, it would 21 implemented water elTmiency measures.
22 simply depend on the nature of the impact how you would22 Do we have anything that’s parallel to that
23 proceed to deal with it so I mean, I don’t have a pat i23 currently in the water quality program where you have to
24 answer to that that would fit every Situation. 24 have done certain water quality measures if you’re going to
~5 But clearly if w¢ arc going to marc ~hangcs 25 get the CalFod
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i MR. WOODARD: ~ don’t think vc~’ve 1 And I guess what v¢~ are trying to say in this
2 identifi~l anything that’s quit~ that ready. 2 docum~t that you are referring to is that while on the one
3 MIL SPEAR: Let me read something, Lester, 3 hand in a number of cases we cannot commit to specific
4 b.g~. 4 actions to r~ctify a particular problem in a particular
5 It was underlinexl in tl~ water quality palxa:, 5 location becaus~ we don’t have ~ough information y~t to
6 page 2, it says "would establish a protocol for addressing 6 know wh~th~ tt~ proposed action would work, wb.cth~r that

7 th~ probl~as and this protocol would be binding on the 7 is the highe~ priority probl~ for us to be dealing with,
8 CalF~xl proee~" and so that’s really what I’m looking at.8 tim degr~ to which it is, in fact, causing problgms in tl~

9 because if we don’t do that I’m wondering why that sar~9 estuary and in short them am a numbe~" of unc~tainfies

10 policy, which seems like a good policy, shouldn’t be 10 associated with these problems that we feel simply have to

11 exm’cised in som~ way in th.~ watgr quality arena because I11 be work~ through morn fully before we can say

12 think you mentioned earliex that one of the conc~’~’ns in the12 categorically that we am going to take a specific action.
13 wat~ quality armaa is this sense of will it get done and I13 Otlr feeling was that this was essentially
14 know it’s be~n rais~xt by my stalT and I bring up th~ [ssu~,14 consistent with tbe Program l_gvel of d~tail and while on

15 is them a mechanism or should W~ think of that principle?15 tl~ one hand we am not committing to a ~c course of
16 EX~.CUTIVE DIRECTOR SNOW: Wdl, Iwould 16 acfionw~arecommittingtoaprooessthatwillle, adusin

17 point out that one of th.e commgnts that we’ve gott~n from17 a logical way to solufions and that those decisions will be "
18 stakeholders is related to that. 18 made in a way that ultimately am ~xmomical and ~ use

[19 We ref~axt to it in a shorthand fashion way of 19 of public resoure~.
]20 raising the bar and that is tlm conditions that must be n~t20 Ct~IRMAN MADIGAN: Byron.
21 if sonmbody is going to g~ CalFed lym~fits and a lot of 21 MR. BUCK: Mike, I’m trying to undexstand

22 discussion took pIac~ berg e~rli~r assttm~xt that raising th~22 your question.
bar meant increasing rigor on conservation but in fact what23 As I understand tlm water quality program it’s
som~ people have sugg~st~t th.gy am to have done nmsonable24 re.zflly upstream for th~ most part source control measures

25 things with respect to water quality and other activities 25 if you’re going to improve t~ watex quality for users in
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1 like reclamation. 1 th~ sys~.

2 MR. SPFAR: My assumption he~ is that 2 I don’t see tim linkage that I do with, say,

3 this watt" quality issu~ is not so much raising th~ bar, 3 water us~ efficigncy for those ggtting a b~efit out of tbe

4 it’s wbethgr or not tl~ actiuns that are b~ing tak~ that 4 program that you would lxxtuirg the~ to do somgthing on thg
5 am require now or assumed as bas~lirm in th~ program and5 watex quality side on an upstream measure because generally
6 this then b~mmes a check point that tbe baselin~ 6 those am pollution control actions and thos~ causative

7 assumptions am in fact not necessarily raising tt~ bar. 7 factors aren’t probably going to s~ a dir~t l:~m~fit in
8 It’s meeting the bar.    - -- 8 tin’ms of supply or anything el~ out of tl~ CalF~xt solution

9 F.XECt;I’B/E DIRECTOR SNOW: DO yOU haVe any9 so I’m having trouble with the premise, I guess, trying to
i0 comments? 10 understand it.
11 RICK WOODWARD: I’ll try to ansvcer this in 11 M~ SPEAR: I think the~ is a diffez~’nce

12 tm’ms of how this piece of the program has lx~a put 12 in som~ cases but in some cases I think we am dealing with

13 tog~h~r. 13 tim sam~ issues, drain water runoff, ~t cetera.
14 For tl’m most part thg programmatic actions that 14 You know, you have ag intgre.A’ts that affect
15 have aris~a out of the water quality program am gengral15 water quality and also receiving water and sorn~ of those

16 stat~ngnts directed to categories of pollution that am of 16 things so youhave some overlap.

17 concern to tbe l:~ople who’ve bel~d us to put together the17 And I’m just asking about th~ basic principle

18 program. :18 hea’¢ that we am dealing with, that’sall. Th~yam
19 Now, in many cases the statem~ts of tl~se 19 obviously not as well connected as ix~rhaps th~ othex one.
20 actions am such that we am not certainly ready to go and20 CI-IAIRMAN MADIGAN: All right. I have two

21 start committing lar~ scale resourc~ to th~ solution 21 reque, sts.
22 without a good de~ of additional effort and I think 22 We’ll get back to Miss Coh~. You am on.
23 earlier Lestex was showing you a diagram that indicated23 Roman COHEN: Ronnie Cohen, NRI~.

24 that them am a number of steps that we see happ~ing 24 I just want to say at the beginning that a lot
25 be,¢or~ iz’r~vooabl¢ ¢orra’ai~ts o~ r~souroe~ ar~ rrmd~. 25 of you know I’ve ~ away for a mouth and I was a l[tt~
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1 bit nervous about taking that much time off because I wasi We have a parallel on the urban side where we
2 afraid that I was going to really fall behind. 2 have a process, an MOU. a council that the environmental
3 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: And you haven’t. 3 community has participated in and supports.

4 RONNIE COHEN: And I really want to thank 4 However, when the CalFed Program came into
5 the water use efficiency program for making sure that I was5 existence it was clear to us that the sthkes were raised
6 right where I left off. I feel like we’re fight where we 6 that we had -- that the publie had a right to demand a
7 were a month ago. 7 higher level of efficiency that wasn’t then necessarily

8 As Lester and Roberta and others have 8 being realized through the Urban Water Conservation Council
9 reiterated there is broad public support for a strong 9 and as a result that has led to the revision of the best

I0 efficiency program and the point is not to have a uniform10 management practices. I’m not that you all know that on
11 program that cuts across all the alternatives but to have a11 September 30th the package of revised BM~’S that was
12 higtl level of efficiency that cuts across all of the 12 negotiated by urban and environmental representatives was
13 alternatives and the question I guess before us is whether13 overwhelmin~y adopted by the California Urban Water
14 the program as outlined is that program, isahighenongh14 Conservation Councfl and the next task ahead of us is to
15 level and the first question is high enough for what, good15 develop a ccrt~eation and enforcenxmt program but them
16 enough for what, and we can’t evaluate the water use 16 is a parallel along the agricultural side, which is As 3616
17 efficiency program in a vacuum. 17 even if we had come to agreement on it, we now have a
18 A letter that the environmental water caucus 18 higher stalin and A~ 36ts does not go far enough.
19 has submitted that’s in the packet that you all received 19 CalFed’s current test for efficiency as
20 lays out the case that we need to tie the efficiency 20 proposed is to see whO.her a district has applied and is
21 prograxn into Cal.Fed’s program goals. 21 knplementing an As 3nl~ plan.
22 We need to know bow much we need to reduce 22 However, we don’t think the plan itself even ff
23 demand in order to heal this system, to improve instream23 a district adopts and implements an As 3sls plan that does
24 flows, to reduce diversion i.tllpacts and ~ changes will24 not necessarily ensure efficiency.
25 also help meet water quality goals and could introduce 25 In fact, in recent conversations I’ve had with
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1 flexibility into the conveyance system that would b.elp us 1 some consultants that are doing some monitoring they say
2 improve reliability for the renmining demands. 2 districts can be implementing these best management
3 Cal.Fed has not yet done this analysis and I 3 practices and be using more water so in fact we need to
4 have to .say that I think them is no way that there is 4 have other kinds of lxwformance standards, other measures
5 going to be public support for whatever alternative comes5 of efficiency beyond AB 3616.
6 out until that kind of analysis is done. 6 The update which I’m not everyone has had a
7 Now, a couple of Slx~ific comments about both 7 chance to read yet but CalFed handed out says that CalFed
8 the agricultural and urban-water use eff’miency programs. 8 has identified 150,000 acre feet of real water savings that
9 I reviewed quickly the water use efficiency 9 will be achieved through their efficiency program, not too
I0 update that was handed out at the beginning of this 10 much water.
11 meeting. 11 Seems to me that saving less than one percent
12 I know it’s going to be addressed more 12 of the agricultural water uses is not -- they are not
13 thoroughly tomorrow but I won’t be able to be here for that13 trying very hard and I think it validates our point that
14 discussion. 14 the current proposed program falls short of what the public
15 That update points out that the environmental 15 wants to see.
16 community in particular had concerns with the way 16 I was hoping to not have to say anything ekse
17 ~t and pricing issues were handled in the AB 361617 on the urban side besides that we had passed theae revised
18 process. 18 BMP’s and that we were proceeding well along the path of
19 It is certainly true that those were indeed 19 developing the certification and enforcement program and I
20 among our most serious concerns. They were not our ordy20 was really disappointed to get the messages from CUWA that
21 concei’ns with AB 3616. 21 they don’t believe that the sanctions that CalFed has put
22 However, even if those concerns were addressed 22 on the table are appropriate.
23 and we were all in agreement about how nmasumnmnt and23 I think -- I just want to speak to a few points
24 pricing would be handed in A~ 3616 that doesn’t mean that24 that Byron made.
25 AB 36t6 would be adequate for CalFed purposes. 25 He made the point that the water base.xt
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1 sanctions can’t neoessarily be applied to all water 1 City of Poway in San Diego County.
2 districts. 2 In that capacity I serve as a delegate

3 But I think what is important is not that every 3 representing the City on the San Diego County Water
4 tool be uniformly applicable but rather that we have a 4 Authority as one of its 34 Directors.
5 suite of tools that can reach all water districts so even 5 I am also the Chair of the Water Policy
6 if all water districts are not going to lay to transfer 6 Committee for the Water Authority and through that
7 water that doesn’t mean that restricting access to 7 committee we have been attempting and I might say it has

8 transfers is an inappropriate tool. 8 been a constant challenge to stay abreast of the vast
9 It just means that you need to make sure that 9 amounts of information associated with the Bay-Delta

10 you have other tools that can go out and get -- can reach I0 issues, but we have been attempting to stay abreast of that
I I and motivate ail the water districts. I I ’through freq .treat briefings and visits and interaction of
12 He points out that there are administrative 12 our staff to try and keep us abreast of that.
13 difficulties with applying some of these tools. I’m 13 I do appreciate the opportunity tlds afternoon
14 confident that we can work out the administrative 14 to address the Council on issues that are of importance not
15 difficulties. 15 only to the Water Authority but to all of Califomia.
16 And f’mally he said -- he pointed out that we 16 The San Diego County Water Authority is the

shouldn’t automatically go to water based sanctions. These17 public water wholesaler to 23 member agencies in our
18 water based sanctions have been proposed not as the Ivu"st18 region.

19 tier of sanctions. 19 ~ mission of the Water Authority is to

20 We have envisioned a process where agencies are20 provide a safe reliable supply of imported water to our
21 nolS_fied. They are given assistance. They th~ come tlp21 member agencies.

22 against monetary penaities. 22 Those agencies in turn provide retail services
23 There is a range of tools and you wouldn’t bump23 to more than 2.6 million urban and agricultural users.
24 up against these water based sanctions until you had 24 The water supply that we have, nearly ail of

25 repeatedly violated the agreement and certification 25 which is imported forms the lifeblood of our county’s 70
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I process. I billion dollar economy, our job base and our quality of

2 So I think that the tools are very appropriate 2 life.

3 and should be included and I hope that we can work out 3 The San Diego County Water Authority has been

4 the.se differ~ces with the urban agencies because 4 involved for many years in efforts to develop a
5 unfortunately I feel like their position on this issue 5 comprelmasive long-term solution for problems that affect

6 threatens the one element of the efl’teiency program that 6 the Bay-Delta system.

7 has made some real progress. 7 We were active participants in the three way
8 Thank you.    --- 8 process that preceded CalFed’s formation and today we

9 CI-IAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thank you. 9 participate some several BDAC workgroups and in the ag
10 Randy Williams, representing the San Diego 10 urban process.
I I . County Water Authority. I I We dearly remain committed to finding a
12 Mr. Hall. 12 solution to mutual benefit to ali stakeholders.
13 MR. HALL: Mr. Chairman, for the record 13 We engage ourselves in these endeavors because
14 let me just state that in reaponse to the eloquent 14 we recognize just how important the Bay-Delta system is to
15 presentation I repeat what I said earlier to Roherta. 15 ail of California but especially to San Diego County.

16 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thank you. 16 San Diego may be climatolegically beautiful but
17 MS. BORGONOVO: I wouldn’t have expected 17 we are from precipitate and a geology standpoint quite
18 otherwise. 18 challenged. Rainfall and groundwater are so Limited as they

19 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: would you like to 19 provide us with only five to 25 percent of the total water
20 repeat just for the record that you would like your remarks20 use in our are~
21 included as well in rebuttal to the rebuttal. 21 The rest of the water that we use we must
22 RANDY WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 22 import from long distances aw’cy. Less than 25 percent of

23 It’s a pleasure to be here this afternoon to 23 our annual water supply is delivered through the State
24 address the Bay-Delta Advisory Council. 24 Water Project from the Bay-Delta.
25 I am R.a~dy WLUAam~ I am a resident of th~ ~ 25 The Colorado R~v~r currently supplies tim rest
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i of our imported water needs. Comprising 75 to 95 percent 1 More than 25 water reclamation projects are
2 of our water use clearly imported water is viral to our 2 either producing water or under construction or are
3 economy and to our environment. 3 presently being planned and developed in our county.
4 I am here to tell you a little bit about how 4 We estimate that San Diego by the year 2015
5 San Diego County uses its existing water supply and what we 5 will f’md the ways to reuse 55,000 acre feet of water each

6 are doing within our region to generate mo~ supply from 6 year and that will amount to about eight percent of our
7 local opportunities. 7 total water needs in that same year.
8 Perhaps more so than most other communities in 8 Additionally ha the next 20 years the
9 California the San Diego region is implenumting our 9 development of groundwater at more than a dozen sites is

10 nation’s integration policy. Certainly our geography 10 expected to yield up to another 45,000 acre feet of local

i 1 contributes to that. 11 water and I think it’s important to point out that that

12 The associated and inevitable growth in 12 groundwater is primarily brackish water so that means we
13 population will force us to eontiune to f’md future water 13 can’t just use it we have to go through extensive treatment
14 supplies. I also want to ~ you a little bit about what 14 processes.
15 we would expect, what we would hope to aehiew fram 15 You have the right to expect San Diego County
16 CalFed’spmferredaltemativeandwbatCalifornians 16 Water A.uthorityto f’mdnontraditional sources of water
:17 everywhere can e~q~ct of San Diego. 17 supply. We are in fact acting to expand the reliability of
18 First, CalFed and BDAC, indeed all of 18 our imported water supplies.
19 California have tl~ right to expect us to us~ our ~dsting 19 I’m .st3m you’ve heard about our negotiations
20 wa~r supply effectively and efficiently. 20 with the Imperial Irrigation District. That will lead us
21 The San Diego County Walrr Authority helped to 21 toward a long-term water conservation and transfer

:22 dm~dop the, urban best manageaumt practices for 22 agreement.
23 conservation and kinds California in implementing l~ 23 Vdaen completed this agreen~at will mark the

24 aMY’s. 24 largest agriculture to urban water transfer in our nation’s

25 As a’ personal testimony to that back during tl~ 25 history.
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1 drought my own City Council did not see it necessary that1 We expect this project will each year brin~ to
2 they endorse th~ best management practices lx~ause they2 San Diego County ultinialr, ly 200,000 acre fe~t of wat~a-. If

3 felt they were already doing it and they saw no direct 3 fully successful this single activity will satisfy one
4 benefit but with the activities of CaIFed just to show you 4 fonrth of our region’s pmject~xt mmds by the year 2015.
5 how at the local City Council level txx~ple are paying 5 And you also have the right to expect us to

6 attention, two weeks ago our Counell adopted a resolution6 participate in Bay-Delta ecosystem restoration and I2�lta

7 that says we will abide by the best management practices so7 ~ protection prngrmm.

8 California -- in San Diego-we are getting the message and8 We’re willing to do that b~ause we know these

9 we are serious about that message. 9 efforts are essential to the furore of California.
10 Our member agencies combia’m to spend more than10 Our San Diego residents voted overwhelmingly in

i1 five million dollars each year exclusively on conservation11 support of Proposition 204. We at the Water Auttr~ty

12 programs. Much of that money goes to encourage 12 believe that voter support will continue.

i3 installation of ultra low fltlsh toilets. 13 As you can see the Water Authority and San

14 San Diegans, in fact, have put in more than 14 Diego citizens am commitl~d to making the most of th~

15 270,000 of tl~e.~e water saving fLxtures to date and all told15 Water Resources we have today as well as those we can

16 our conservation practioes just through those simple things16 develop in the future.

17 have reduced our water import needs by 20,000 acre feet a17 Although our local wamr developnumt progranm
18 year. 18 will satisfy nearly 40 percent of our water needs in the
19 Through our continuing emphasis on conservation19 year 2015 and that’s up from the five to 25 lXa’eent that I

20 we project that we will save four times that 20,000 acre20 mentioned we presently enjoy remember that we are expecting

21 feet or 80,000 acre feet ln the year 2015. Ourciti~ens21 our population for any number of different reasous and like

22 take water conservation seriously. 22 it or not to grow by about 28 percent. We are going to
23 C_,alFed and BDAC and Californians have the right 23 need more water and we am talking about wet water and wet
24 to expect San Diego region to continue moving ahead24 water from the Delta.
25 aggressively in water reuse. 25 For this reason just as you can count on us for
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! so many things that I mentioned earlier we need to be ableI say on an annual basis, per capita annual basis?
2 to count on CalFed’s Bay-Delta fix for certain things as 2 Have you ever talked about what you think would
3 well. Among those the Bay-Delta solution must give us more3 be -- a fee you might be willing to pay, whether it’s a
4 water. 4 dollar per person or five dollars per person?
5 Even though we are spending amaually millions 5 Have you ever had that kind of discussion.?
6 of dollars in securing new supplies and using our existing6 RANDY WILLIAMS: Actually every time the
7 resources as effectively as possible we project the future 7 Board meets they talk about that and I think it’s
8 need for increased deliveries from the State Water Project.8 appropriate that we do that.
9 The solution must give us reliability. It 9 And a more direct answer to your question

10 should provide regulatory certainty and predictability of10 approximately a year-and-a-half ago we conducted a survey
11 Delta water supplies in both the short-term and the 11 through the Water Authority of a number of residents, kind
12 Ion.-term. 12 of a random survey, to determine what they would be willing
13 It should improve the ability to convey water 13 to pay and what they felt was a little bit excessive.
14 to enhance State project supplies and facility water 14 It’s always hard to specifically pin down
15 transfers -- excuse me, and facilitate water transfers. 15 numbers but our citizens def’mitely are willing to pay for
16 It should improve the quality of water diverted 16 more water reliability and for a supply that will guarantee
17 from the Delta which will belp urban Water Agencies control17 that they don’t have to go what they went through during
18 treatment costs and assist in the water reuse process. 18 the drought.
19 It should contain a comprehensive ecosystem 19 So I think the answer to your question is still
20 restoration program that takes into account all factors 20 somewhat obscure but they are willing and I guess beauty is
21 that have degraded the Bay-Delta habitat and fish and21 in the eye of the beholder as to exactly what that amount
22 wildlife species. 22 will be.
23 This will benefit not ordy the environnmat but 23 We do have a number of isstms, though, that are
24 also help make water supplies for cities and farmers more24 on our plate that we am working on that will add to the
25 dependable. The solutions should encourage cost effective25 cost of water supply and reliability in our area.
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1 measures to manage water demand as a way to reduce demands1 Specifically we are working on an eam’/~cy
2 on the Bay-Ddta. 2 storage project that will guarantee us re2iability during
3 These measures include conservation, 3 an earthquake in Southern California that would ottm’wi~
4 reclamation, groundwater development, additional storage 4 cut us off from water supplies imported to the region.
5 and water transfers. 5 Cm~MAN MADtC, Ar~: samne and then Hap.
6 When compared with other options for developing 6 Ms. MCPm~Z: okay. A question, you
7 water supplies CalFed’s preferred alternative for the 7 mentioned the commitment to hcmt management praetioes to
8 Bay-Delta also should be cost effective ~nd tl~ costs must 8 BMVs.
9 be allocated equitably to all those benefiting from 9 How have you envisioned bein~ able to

10 improvements to the Bay-Delta system. I0 encourage, reward compliance or implementation of the
11 We are prepared to shoulder our share of this 11 mc~’s7
i12 responsl"ollity in San Diego. 12 Are you contemplating particular sanctions?
13 In summary my message to you is simple. We in 13 How do you see t.hat lx~t working in San Diego7
14 San Diego County am willing to do our part in tbe areas of 14 RANDYWtLLtAMS: t think for us in
15 water supply development and conservative use. 15 San Diego becanse the drought was such a severn impact upon
i16 We expect that C.alFed’ s comprdaensive long-term 16 us each of the agencies have already embraced the concept
17 plan for the Bay-Delta system will help us to accomplish 17 of best management practices.
18 this task. 18 I said my own City of Poway was until recently
19 If you have any questions, I would be happy to 19 not a signer of that but now they too are a signer, not
20 address them. 20 because they didn’t believe but lx~suse they felt they wear
21 CaAIRMANMADIGAN: Thankyou. 21 already doing those things. The Water Authority watches
22 Questious7 22 over it.
23 Bob, 23 We track very carefully what our
24 Ma. m~AS: I~ave you in San Diego ever 24 accomplishments are through conservation and best
25 discussed how much of a user fee you think would be fair 25 management practices and we look for opportunities to
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1 improve there. 1 before.
2 We have not developed policies that would be 2 CDFA has put in a numlxa- of written comnmats to
3 specific sticks or carrots to try to encourage that further 3 CalFed on these issues and I’m not going to go through all
4 because we believe we are already doing that in a large 4 of those but flu-st ag land and water use are part of the
5 way. 5 existing environment and CDFA believes they need to be
6 MS. MCPEAK: including landscaping 6 treated as such in the CalFed Em and second the ownership
7 policies? 7 of resources and the motives of individuals are of rather
8 RANDY WmtJAMS: Yes, we do. 8 little significance in the contents of an
9 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Hap. 9 And the programmatic level alternatives for

10 MR. DUNNING: You were speaking just a 10 avoidance and mitigation are needed and in fact are
11 minute ago about enhanced reliability with regard to water11 essential for an adequate programmatic mR.
12 supply which generally has been the focus of CalFed but I12 A piecemeal analysis of impacts and mitigation
13 understood earl2er in your comments you talked about an13 of impacts on a piecemeal basis at the site specific level
14 expectation of angm~ted deliveries. 14 would simply not be adequate under CEQA. ~t would be a
15 Could you spell out a little more what you’re 15 setup for failure during subsequent tiers of review and
16 anticipating there? 16 implementation.
17 You said more water is needed from the Delta in 17 The purpose of a programmatic am is to look at
18 the future for San Diego. 18 alternatives, to look at mitigation at the programmatic
19 RANDY WILLIAMS: Yes. 19 level before major commitments are made, and I think that
20 Mm DUNN~G: That’s above and beyond 20 has to happen and the CDFA definitely wants to see an
21 existing contracRlal arrangements? 21 adequate EIR whose certification will stand. So any
22 RANDY ~S: At this point in time 22 questions?
23 although we have tried to quantify what we think our future23 (No response)
24 needs overall for water will be based upon demographic24 CHAmMA~ MADIOA~: okay. Thanks.
25 projections of population growth primarily we are looking25 Steve Ottemoeller, Westlands Water District.
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I elsewhere to try to f’md those sources of water. I Good aftem~n.
2 I m~ntioned all of those things that we are 2 ~ oTrmdomz~U Oo<xt afternoon.
3 doing, the reclamation, the reuse, the other conservation 3 Thank you.
4 efforts, groundwater development, the transfer from the 4 I somewhat f~el we’re doomed to go over this
5 Imperial IxtSgation District. 5 debal~ ovvr and over again, and I sat tixav thinldng I’m
6 Regardless of all of those things combined we 6 not going to say anything, I’m not going to say anything
7 are looking at what today is probably 75 percent of our 7 but--
8 total imported water. 8 CaAmMAS U~DmA~: "tou could simply refer
9 We still think that the population growth, and 9 to your previous remarks.

10 as l told you, it’s probably going to be about 28 percent10 M~.Oa’mMoEr~t.m~ Most of them wem on
ii between l~ow and 15, 20 years from now so we think thatII record.

12 there will probably still be a need for additional supply 12 A few things I feel I have torespond to,
13 imported to our region. 13 though.
14 We certainly are looking to as much help as 14 rll start out by saying I agr~ with what Stu
15 possible from the Bay-Delta fax but we are also looking 15 and Steve’s eomumats on th~ appropriateness of where things
16 after ourselves as best as we can in other avenues as well.16 am right now on water use ea’Tieieney and sanctions and so
17 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: Thank you very much, 17 forth. I won’t go into any detail on that.
18 Randy. 18 I just want to remind p~ople, water use
119 RANDY WILLIAMS: Thank you. 19 efficiency is not demand management. Water use efficiency
20 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Robin Reynolds. 20 at least with resl~ct to agriculture is being more
~.i ROBIN REYNOLDS: Thank you. 21 efficient in the way you use that water.
22 I’m Robin Reynolds with the Department of Foodi22 Demand management as tmople are talking about
23 and Agriculture and I have a few brief comments that I’d23 it can only be accomplished by taking land out of
24 like to make regarding agricultural land and water and the24 production.

25 impacts to expand on the discussion that was going on25 A comment was made by Miss Cohen that she had
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1 been informed that it’s possible for somebody to meet the1 breakout sessions this evening or whether you want to
2 AB 36 t6 program and be using more water. As a matter of2 convene tomorrow with that subject.
3 fact, that’s true. 3 But let me start fin’st by asking if there are
4 If somebody is going to go to the expense of 4 any members of the public who wish to be heard on matters
5 the investments that it takes to be mum efficient to use 5 of general public comment so that we don’t miss that
6 the water that his plant is using more efficiently to make 6 opportunity?
7 sure that the plant is using mum of the water that’s 7 A11 fight. Seeing none then, Lester, let’s go
8 applied, it’s quite possible that in optimizing the 8 ahead and get started on the question of distinguishing
9 efficiency of the delivery system h.e’s going to optimize 9 statistics analysis, emerging policy trade-offs.

10 the use of water by his crop, he’s going to get better I0 At the end of that conversation we wilt see
11 yields, he’s going to have more evapotransferration and he11 where we are in terms of the breakout sessions this evening
12 may end up using at least the same if not more water and be12 or tomorrow.
13 way more efficient than he was before. 13 Mary.
14 For that reason I think to the identification 14 MS. SELKIRK: I just wanted to add one
15 of l50,000 acre feet as a potential savings while overall 15 tldng to help you when yon are thinking abont this, wewere
16 it may be a reasonable number it’s probably excessive if16 hoping that the heart of today was going to be an
17 there is an expectation that that amount comes from those17 opportunity for BDAC meltl~ to discuss tJ~ very
18 lands that are reliant on exports. 18 significant policy trade-offs that are emerging out of the
19 Those who rely on exports in agriculture are 19 work on the alternatives because that’s really the one
20 already very efficient. 20 opportunity 8DAC is going to haVe before you have a draft
21 The farmers in the Westlands Water District are 21 preferred alternative before you on December the 12th.
22 known for being about as efficient as you can possibly be22 We had obviously initially planned to have
23 with the use of their water both in terms of efficiency of 23 those discussion groups right about now for the rest of the
24 ~ 6f that water on the plant as well as efficiency of 24 aftxmaoon.
25 production. 25 After Steve’s presentation what you need to
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1 So to remind all of you there are some areas 1 think about is whether you as a group would like to convene
2 that are very efficient that are the Fast targets of water 2 today. We have small roo~s that are available until six
3 supply reductions when exports are reduced. 3 o’clock, I’m sure, if people want to stay that long. Tbe
4 Finally, I would just say as a reminder 4 dinner begins at the I-Iyatt at six.
5 incentives are certainly more effective from a farmer’s 5 Alternately we can reconven~ in the mcrnin.___g,
6 perspec~ve than are hammers and sanctions. 6 chan~ the sebedule around tomorrow, which would mean that
7 Thank you. 7 we would have almost a full day of meeting tomorrow if we
8 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Thallk you. All. right. 8 have breakout groups in the mornin~ so that’s something to
9 We have had a real good conversation, Lester, I 9 bear in mind and we can decide that at the conclusion of

10 think. Lots of helpful, thoughts and suggestions and that’s10 Steve’s presentation.
11 good. I 1 CSAmMAN MADMAN: okay. Mr. Yaeger.

12 I appreciate the participation of everybody. 12 Excuse me, Steve.
13 We are obviously late. We aregoing tohave to 13 M~..SALL: can Igetalittle
14 make some adjustments on our schedule. 14 clarification on what the breakout groups are going to do?
15 It turns out that by about five o’clock or so 15 Ms. SrLr, mm The summary of Steve’s
16 this AV equipment needs to be taken apart and shiplx~d off16 presentation with Lester is going to be an identification
17 to Woodland for this evening -- Walnut Grove. I was close,17 of a series of significant policy trade-offs that
18 Walnut Grove. 18 differentiate the alternatives that BDAC is going to be
19 Kind of close (inaudible). 19 asked to discuss and tbe purpose of the small groups is to
20 However, there are things that I still would 20 give all members of the Council an opportunity in a more
21 like to accomplish this afternoon, one of which is to ask21 intimate -- less formal environment to discuss those
22 if there is any punic comment on general items. 22 trade-offs.
23 Then I would like to go ahead and get started i23 Now, not with tbe idea that any group would
24 on the distinguishing characteristics analysis and Fred out24 have a conclusion about where they stand vis-a-vis the
25 from you all at the end of that if you want to go into 25 trade-offs.
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1 MR. HALL: oh, good, well, as long as we 1 how we were going to move through that development. This
2 don’t have to draw any conclusions. (Laughter) 2 particular org chart tries to display that.
3 MS. SELKIRK: NO, yOU don’t have to make 3 The key to that is what we call inter-Agency
4 any decisions (inaudible). 4 development team. It’s a team of representatives from each
5 MR. HALL: Tharlk you for reassuring me, 5 of the CaiFed Agencies as well as the core team, which is
6 Mary. 6 our own staff team.
7 MS. SELKIRK: YOU are welcome, Steve. 7 They have been meeting for some eight weeks and
8 CI-IAmMAN MADIGAN: Steve. 8 taking ~ results of the analysis on distinguishing
9 MR. YAEGER: Thank you. 9 characteristics, using that analysis and applyin~ it

10 We’re focusing this particular presentation on 10 against the alternatives to develop what we call three
11 there are five aspects to the program. I want to walk youI i hybrid optimized alternatives.
12 through our analysis of tim alternatives, the screening 12 The reason that we can move I think to three is
13 we’ve done, the evaluation since about June. 13 that our evaluation of distinguishing characteristics
14 q’hen we are going to present the basle Findings 14 showed that there was not a significant difference between
15 of the analysis. You’ll Fred that under distinguishing 15 each of the options within the main conveyance concepts.
16 characteristics here in your packet. 16 That is, under alternative.one using the
17 Then we want to talk a little bit about some of 17 existing system there was not a significant amount of
18 the most significant characteristics that we’ve identified 18 difference in the performance of that alternative with the
19 and then we’ll be talking about the inter-Agency 19 exception of storage in option C.
20 development team, the progress made on developing some20 The same is true of alternative two that there
21 hybrid alternatives and then return to talk about these 21 was not a significant amount of difference in performance
22 policy trade-offs that will be the subject of your 22 between, for instance, the variation 2-A and 2-D where the "
23 discussion in the breakout groups. 23 only difference was the type of levee setbacks you had as
.24 I am going to be assisted by Dick Daniel, to 24 opposed to incorporated ecosystem projects within that.
25 talk about the Fishery issues and Rick Woodard is going to25 So what you’re going to see today will be kind

Page 226 Page 228
1 talk about the water quality issues, Mark Cowan on storage1 of a focus on those three conveyance concepts as described
2 and conveyance and of course Lester will wrap things up 2 by the three alternatives and this development team is
3 with the policy trade-offs. 3 developing an optimized version of each one of those three,
4 But just a little bit of history, I think 4 which Rick Woodward is going to describe some of the basic
5 you’ve seen this several times since June but it does 5 characteristics of today and we will be working through a
6 describe well tlm process that we’ve gone through. It is a6 process with the management team to develop those further
7 two-step process. 7 and come back at your December meeting with a full
8 We did some alternative narrowing and in that 8 description of those three optimized and a recaxnmendation
9 particular track we eliminated three alternatives based on 9 on the preferred alternative.

10 feasibility and duplicative conveyance concepts and we I0 In your packet you have copies of this
11 combined two others basically pipeline alternatives and11 narrative summary of the distinguishing characteristics.
i12 came from the 17 alternatives that we had in June down to12 We have done further work since that narrative summary.
13 12 alternatives. 13 You will also read in your packet that we have
14 Now, the second step, the detailed evaluation, 14 broken down the 18 distinguishing characterisldcs into
13 is shown on this slide and it has several different parts. 15 three groups.
16 In the analysis that you see in your packet we used the 16 The Fu’st group being characteristics that do
17 implementation strategy, f’mancial planning and assurances.17 not make a significant change or a significant variation
18 We used impact analysis, the input from the 18 between the alternatives.
19 workgroups, prefeasibility analysis and modeling in order19 The second group was there was some change but
20 to evaluate the 12 alternatives and to produce those 20 we needed to do additional modeling studies, additional
21 smmaam3r charts that you see in your packet. 21 analysis to quantify what the change is, and this that we
22 We are now at the end of the evaluation process 22 call those that have tlm most significant changes and these
23 and moving into the draft preferred alternative 23 are some of the key isst~s related to the alternatives.
24 development. 24 We are going to be discussing a set of these
25 At your last meeting we presented a concept for 25 today to give you a better sense of how those
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i characteristics vary. i Clifton -- Cross Channel gates.
2 Dick’s going to discuss, as I said, diversion 2 It does show some additional benefits with
3 effects and the flow circulation, Rick Woodward on export3 regard to the evaluation of the entrainment effects.
4 and in-Delta water quality and I should say that in your 4 Hoxczver, because of the fact and I’d really
5 packet in-Delta water quality was not on this list of most 5 like to Fred a good way to describe this -- if you screen
6 si~qcant. 6 the intake to a through-Delta facility let’s say with a
7 In response to some comments we reconsidered 7 take at Rood, what we can do is effectively screen the
8 that and decided that our previous analysis probably did8 water at that point and reduce the number of fishes that
9 not consider all of the factors and that this ought to be 9 would otherwise move down the Sacramento River from getting

10 brought forward as one of the most distinguishing 10 into the interior Delta.
11 characteristics and one of the ways that shows the most 11 However, we’d reduce the volume of water in the
12 change between alternatives. 12 Sacramento River below that point. We still have the same
13 So with that what I’d like to do is ask Dick to 13 number of fish in that reduced volume of water and because
14 come up and talk about the fisheries impacts and as I said14 we are continuing to rely on exports from the pumps in the
15 earlier he’ll be followed by Rick Woedurd on water quality15 souflz~ portion of the Delta water is moved through
16 and then Mark Cowan on storage and conveyance. 16 Gvo~ana Slough, Three Mile Slough and depending on
17 MR. DANIEL Thank you, Steve. 17 operation though the Delta cross channel and the
18 The fh’st one I’m going to talk about is 18 concept is the fish are proportional to the flow so you
19 enh’ainment effects on f’tshefics and when we talk about19 have more fish concentrated in less water and our Technical
20 entrainment there is actually two concepts that are i20 Committee working on fish screens essentially say that it’s
21 involved, fish that are lost directly in the Delta to 21 about a wash in terms of the impacts.
22 unscreened or poorly screened diversions and what is often22 So that aspect of the entrainment is not
23 characterized as the secondary effect inthat very oftgn 23 necessarily improved with a through-Delta.
24 the.~ fish a~ drawn across th~ Delta into a hostile 24 CF.AIRMAN MADIGAN: ~n.

2f ffnvironmffat full of predators whe~ v~ have indirect 25 M~ BUCm would tbe sc~as ~ that
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1 mortality due to the fact that they’ve been p.ulled into an 1 become barriers on the other side?
2 environment that they really didn’t intend to be in in th~2 Mg. DASmL: They do become barriers in
3 fhst place. 3 terms of upstream movement.
4 I don’t have any terribly creative overheads 4 However, you can deal with that with fish
5 with which to discuss this but rather Iihink we can work 5 ladders or f’mh elevators if you’re talking about fish that
6 from the narrative. 6 accommodate fish ladders.
7 As you know alternative one relies on existing 7 There’s some question about some of the species
8 facilities. It continues to_rely on diversions from the 8 in the Delta that do migrate upstream whether or not they
9 southern point of the Delta. 9 would use a fish ladder.

10 It continues to rely on the use of Clifton !0 Now, alternative three which is a combination
11 Court Forebay as a means to supply water to the State water11 of this dual facility or is a dual faci.lity which is a
12 project. It does not involve large scale and effective 12 combination of the through-Delta concept and an isolated
13 screens. 13 facility concept depending on the degree to which you have
14 Although one of the alternatives amongst the 14 isolation almost certainly reduces the impaq.ts associated
15 package of alternative ones that we am looking at is a 15 with fish entrainment and performs the best from a fairly
16 screen at CLi_Pton Court which franldy would be very 16 moderate degree of improvement all the way up to full
17 difficult to do but by and large with regard to entrainment17 isolation where you’ve essentially eliminated the direct
18 effects on fisheries fishes dependent on the Delta, 18 loss of fish due to exports. That’s the way we’ve
19 alternative one performs most poorly. 19 looking at entrainment.
20 Alternative two, which is the through-Delta 20 There is a very distinct difference in the
21 concept, wherein we would widen channels in the Delta 21 benefits that you accrue as you move from existin~
22 increase the volume of water that can move across the Delta22 facilities on up to a dual facility.
23 at any one point in time but reduce the velocity and 23 This next concept is considerably more
24 incorporate the potential for a screened diversion off of 24 difficult to explain. I’m not sum the graphics do a good
25 the Sacramento River as opposed to the existing unscreened25 job.
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1 Here we are looking at the way in which water i moving the same amount of water through the channels of the
2 flOWS through the Delta from upstream to downstream, from2 Delta those channels have been widened and modified, the
3 upstream to the Bay and the hydraulic patterns that are 3 velocities are lower and the volitional aspect of fish
4 created in the Delta as a result of modifications due to 4 behavior has a chance to pexhaps overcome some of the
5 exports. 5 problems associated with migratory cues.
6 This is very important in terms of the 6 This is p~haps an extreme. Under alternative ’

7 migratory cues that our anadromous fish use. It’s very 7 three we are looking at a dual facility with some degree of
8 important in terms of the positional location of Delta 8 isolation in terms of the export.
9 f’~shes that are native in the system. 9 Let’s say that this represents full export

10 What I’ve tried to show here is that under 10 under which hydrology in the Delta again would be affected
11 alternative one we’ve maintained Delta outflow standards so I 1 by the diminished amount of inflow from the San Joaquin

12 we have a relatively significant fraction of Delta outflow 12 River side due to upstream development, but we think the

13 going down the Sacramento River. 13 net Delta outflow patterns would be more in tune with the
14 We continue to export at Clifton Court which 14 way we ~xpect fish to behave in the system and this again
15 can occasionally msxtlt in reverse flows which upsets these 15 is a function of the degree to which you use isolation to
16 migratory cues. 16 move water across the Delta and the season of the year in
17 We still have a relatively modest flow of 17 which you rely on isolation.
18 San Joaquin River water into the Delta. 18 Those are fairly straightforward, tbey’re
19 Under alternative one, one of the facilities 19 fairly clear diff~’ences amongst the alternatives.
20 that looks very much as though we’d be likely to construct 20 As I said, Rick will point out in a couple
21 would be a system of South Delta barriers including a 21 dLffer~t instances how through the nyr process we are
22 barrier at the head of Old River so that we can improve the 22 trying to improve upon tl~ constraints associated with the

23 flow pattern down the San Joaquin River. 23 conveyance facilities in order to deal with thes~ two
24 We would continue to have water ~ through 24 specific fishca’ies issues.

25 the Delta Cross Channel gates and continue with essentially 25 Questions?
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1 the same pattern of Delta outflow that we have now. I (No response) Thank you.
2 As we are working in the row trying to improve 2 CZa~RMA~ MAD~GA~: okay.
3 the performance of this alternative we are looking at ways 3 Pack WOODARD: SO I’ll be discussing how
4 mad means to try and address this problem and Rick will 4 the differences in export quality will help us distinguish
5 talk about that I believe in a few mintazs. 5 among the alternatives at least initially and then we’ll
6 Under alternative two we would be bringing a 6 talk a little bit about in-Delta water quality.
7 much larger percentage of the flow that supports exports 7 I thought it might be instructive to sort of
8 through a wider ehanne_L__ 8 take a look at the overall water quality trends that might
9 That isn’t going to make a whole lot of 9 be expected as a resizlt of the alternatives based on the

I0 difference in terms of the flow patterns as it affects the i0 modeling work that’s been done.
11 fishes downstream from the San Joaquin River but it should I I I should point out here that what I’m going to
12 result in much lower velocities as water moves across the 12 be dwelling mostly on is ads, total dissolved solids,
13 Delta. 13 salinity, bromides that are all constituents of salt water
14 One of the things that is very difficult to do 14 that are present in the Delta.
15 is to model how fish would behave. We have an enormous15 The reason tlmt this issue is most important
116 amount of data predieated on the DwR particle tracking 16 with t~pect to selection of alternatives that these
17 model which essentially predicts how inert particles will 17 alternatives have significant effects -- the selection of
18 react as a result of these changes in circulation pattern 18 the alternatives has a significant effect upon salt so we
19 but it doesn’t model a live fL~h. 19 will be focusing on that but it is not that that’s the only
20 It doesn’t model a fish that is determined to 20 consideration within the water quality program.
21 fight its way into the ocean and it uses cues in addition 21 We also have source control activities planned
22 to flow patterns such as salinity as indicators of which 22 for toxic substances control and other aspects but
23 direction to go. 23 concentrating today then on what are the aspects of water
24 But by and large alternative two enhances the 24 quality that help us make a determination as to
25 circurr~anoe over alternative one because although we are25 alternatives.
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1 Looking at this what I’ve tried to do b.ere is 1 In fact, I don’t anticipate that there will be
2 just to give you an overall perspective of what the rnodels2 significant long-term changes with those programs as
3 predict the water quality implications would be of 3 written.
4 implementing one of the alternatives number one. 4 For instance, with the San Joaquin Valley we
5 And it seems that these are -- this is the 5 are planning some salinity management activities in the
6 general pattern of change or not that you would see with 6 San Joaquin Valley that might, for instance, adjust the
7 any of the permutations of number one. 7 timing of salt loadings coming into the Delta to better
8 And again these are overall averages over the 8 enable export qtudity or environmental or ecological
9 16 years of hydrology that are being modeled so there are a9 concerns to b_elp alleviate those.

i0 numbers of a lot of other ways you could look at the data10 But overall and again the picture I’m trying to
i 1 but I think this gives you sort of a perspective of the 11 present here is one of sort of the overall perspective over
12 overall impact of the choice of alternatives. 12 time even though timings might change, salinities and
13 If you’ll look at the legend, th~ black dots 13 concentrations might change as a result of some of these
14 that are shown there indicate locations that are outputs 14 activities.
15 for the model where salinity is predicted not to change 15 We don’t anticipate that those activities will
16 significantly. 16 have significant impacts on the overall salt ortons of
17 You’ll see numbers by some of the dots that 17 salt e0ming into t~ system.
18 indicate either a plus or a minus and a number. Tl~ose are18 rJ_R. BUCK: rt changes a result of
19 intended to indicate in the case of a plus an increase in 19 facilities, only a current baseline of input?
20 quality which is ~ same as a decrease in total dissolved20 R~CK WOODARD: Yes.
21 solids or salts and likewise the negative would show a. 21 So again to recap briefly we are seeing with
22 reduction of quality or an increase in salts. 22 this alternative with actually ~ various lxn-mutations of
23 And I think without going into a lot of detail 23 number two you will tend to see relatively large scale
24 you can see here that alternative number one in its 24 improvements in the San Joaquin River in this section that
25 configurations would probably not of very significant 25 will flow outward.
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I overall effects on water quality. 1 Also, you will get significant improvements in
2 " Now, turning to alternative two I think you’ll 2 the water going down through the pumps and especially by
3 see some significant differences between alternative one 3 Contra Costa’s intake which would be significantly
4 wlxa~s alternative one had apparently little overall 4 benefited by that sort of thing.
5 improv~umt in water quality. 5 Again, we find that there is a tendency not to
6 I think that you’ll fred with alternative 6 improve the quality in the south and eastern Delta and in
7 number two because it directs flow down the Mokelumne River 7 some cases possibly reduce it to some extent overall.
8 you will find that the San I.o~quin River neex vCnere ttmt 8 I do want to emplmsi~ t.lmt if you chose to
9 water flows in will be significantly improved and that 9 look at this same kind of information seasonally by month

10 improvement will extend westward and southerly, eSl~eially 10 over different hydrologies you would see different kinds of
11 along Old River where Contra Costa Water District has its I 1 things emerging but nonetheless I think that for long-term
12 intake and - Byron? (Inaudible) Okay - and down to the 12 decisions this is the kind of overall changes that you
13 State Water Project and Central Valley Project pumps where 13 might or might not expect.
14 the degree of improvement would be lesse~ but still 14 With alternative number three you are going to
15 significant. ’ 15 tend to see significant improvements in tt~ same part of
16 Byron. 16 the Delta where -- in ~ San Joactuin area wtxere it is
17 M~. sucl~ on all of these alternatives 17 similar to what you see in alternative two.
18 what did you assume for changes in baseline conditions or 18 Obviously, you’ll get very significant benefits
19 inflow conditions based upon the water quality common 19 and quality as a result of the operation of an isolated
20 program, that is, all your source control activities would 20 facility.
21 lower salt coming in and jnst would be tl~n lower still by 21 And in the case of Cot~tra Costa Water
22 just moving it around differently or (inaudible). 22 District’s intake they will experience an overall probably
23 RtC~ WOODAm~. These really don’t take 23 no improvement, maybe some reduction of quality.
24 into account salinity improvements that might be expected 24 With this alternative and I think this is
25 as a result of tl~ common programs. 25 particularly significant to note, the salinities in the
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1 central and the southeasterly parts of the D~Ita would be 1 So we haven’t really made any full
2 expected to increase significantly as a result of 2 determinations on how we’ll with that but given that we are
3 implementation of this alternative asstuning that the 3 looking at a range of something like 50 to 150 1 think
4 facility were operated with no plans for mitigations or 4 you’d see with respect to Contra Costa Water District’s
5 changes in the system that would help to address them. 5 intake that they would he significantly improved and would
6 Now, we will be talking a little bit later 6 almost meet a 50 and ccncainly would fall between a 50 and
7 about how the inter-Agency development teams ate 7 150 with any of the permeations of number two that have
8 approaching this problem and about some of the sorts of 8 been modeled and maybe I should also point out that the.
9 ways we might go toward improving the situation. 9 permutations you see here are the ones that were modeled in

I0 So I should also point out that at the North 10 the initial round of modeRng.
11 Bay intak~ common to all of the three alternatives they areI I There is another modeling underway that will
12 not benefited significantly by any of the Delta 12 model more of these alternatives but what we are seeing now
13 alternatives so one consideration is that we’ll need to go13 are the actually model -- summaries of the modeling outputs
14 into our decision making is whether some work needs to be14 from those alternatives.
15 done to help to improve the quality of source water that 15 So again the alternative number two would be a
16 they are receiving. 16 significant improvement in quality as compared to the
17 I’d like to turn now to a couple of specific 17 existing 1A representing essentially the existing
18 locations to give you some idea of how some of the other18 condition.
19 salt constituents would behave more specifically at a 19 ~ you will notice that 3-E doesn’t do
20 certain location. 20 much good for Contra Costa in terms of salinity.
21 The Old River at Rock Slough is near the point 21 Ttu-’ning now to Clifton Court I think you’ll see
22 of intake for Contra Costa Canal or Contra Costa Water 22 a quite different perspective whereby alternative three and
23 District’s intake. 23 I’m sure other of its permutations are going to tend to
24 And I’ve plotted here the EL’st column being 24 produce the be, st satinity results and will get you quite
25 the total dissolved solids, the second, the green would be25 near a 50 -- probably near a 50 microgram per liter bromide
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1 chlorides and the red would be bromide. 1 concentration and certainly well below 150, whereas
2 Bromide is a constituent of sea water that’s 2 permutations of alternative number two will tend to put the
3 very important to municipal systems because of its 3 bromide’s concentration at about the upper threshold of
4 capability to create unwanted disinfection by-products when4 what might be the target range.
5 the water is treated. 5 On the other hand, alternatives one and the
6 At this point we are in the process within the 6 permutations of alternative one tend not to do much good at
7 water quality program of establishing water quality 7 all which I believe is consistent with the first diagram I
8 objectives for bromide ".m addition to other -- actually 8 showed you indicating that water quality isn’t
9 targets would be more correct -- establishing water quality9 significantly changed through alternative one.

10 targets for bromide in addition to others. 10 The salinity at Tracy intake follows a similar
11 CUWA, as an example, has recommended that a 11 pattern of Clifton Court as would be expected due to the
12 good target for bromide in export water would be on the12 fact that both would be served to some extent by an
13 order of 50 mierograms per liter. ~3 isolated facility.
14 And, by the way, the first two columns are 14 So I think .that about capsulizes what we are
15 expressed in parts per million. Bromide is expressed in15 looking at in terms of export water quality and I wanted to
16 parts per billion so there is a 1,000 total difference and 16 show you one other diagram.
17 I’ve plotted them this way so that they’ll all get onto the17 I apologize for the black and white.
18 same scale. 18 That essentially gives you an idea of
19 So again, the CUWA folks have advised us that 19 how -- let me just show you here -- this site here would
20 their opinion that something like 50 would be a good target20 behave with respect to the alternatives and again I think
21 whereas others in the CalFed agencies, EPA and others have21 what is important about these numbers are not the absolute
22 considered that a number of the clean 150 or 50 and 15022 numbers but the patterns that they tend to demonstrate and
23 might perhaps be appropriate in consideration of the fact23 the modeling that we are doing now will help to refine the
24 that the drinking water regulations that affect bromides 24 numbers themselves but I think the trends they are showing
25 are still being evolved. 25 are pretty reliable.
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1 Now what we are seeing here is that 1 wing this one but my view on this would be that we can with
2 alternatives one and the smaller versions of alternative 2 the modeling results pretty well quantify I think the

3 two would essentially not improve but would not 3 difference in the salt.loadings that would be sent down to

4 significantly degrade water quality whereby the larger 4 the San Ioaquin Valley from the Delta and by that I mean

5 permutations of the two’s and the three’s would produce 5 essentially tons of salt.

6 some certainly measurable degradation in the salinity at6 I think we’ll get a p~ fair idea of what

7 those locations and this is fairly typical of what you’re 7 the reduction of overall tons of salt mi~t be, but I don’t
8 going to tend to see in the southern part of the Delta and 8 think we are going to know what the concentrations of salt

9 at other modeling locations within the Delta you will 9 in the San Joaquin River are going to be Ix~ause the

10 typically see that alternative three performs least well i0 agricultural interests down ttxa’e will tend to use and

11 for those, 11 recycle in terms of creating efficiency of wa~er uses, will

12 So again that snggests that there could very 12 tend to recycle that water and canse the salinity

113 well be a need to do something to help to improve that 13 coneentrations to inerease so that it may very well be that

14. siRmlJon. 14 the actual salt levels in the San Ioaquin River may or may

15 So I think that pretty well runs us through the 15 not be different significantly than they are now.

116 both export and in-Delta water quality distinguishing 16 But once that salt is di~luted with the rest of
characterizes as they apply. 17 tl~ water in the Ddta the ea’Tect has to b¢~ an improvement

18 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: ByfO~ qtleStiOll and 18 in concentration because ~ will be simply fewer tons of

19 t_he~ Alex. 19 salt being ultimate2y seat through the system.

20 Would you make Alex a copy of that one chart, 20 So I don’t know that we can really quantify the

21 please. He’d like to put it on his wall in the den. 21 eoncentrationimprove~mts. We can quantify thediffer~nce

22 RICK WOODARD: sure. 22 in tons of salt applled.

23 MR. SUCK: On the alternative three model 23 MARK COWAbt: We could also do a what if

24 runs did you assume a lower salinity input coming in out of 24kind of analysis if, you know, if that’s important.

25 the projects and then draining back into the system via the 25 CtmmMA~ MADtOA~r: Ak~t and Rolxa’ta.
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I San Ioaquin and did that have a baseline effect as well I ~ rnt.ozm~t~o: ~-st to purs~ Byron’s

2 since with that type of facility you are going to have a 2 question a little further.

3 lower export -- or a higher export water quality which 3 I’m involved in a umdeling effort which is also
4 theoretically at some point means less of a drainage 4 involving DW’R modeders and regional B~ard modela’s and

5 problem in terms of salt coming back into the system with5 othe~ addressing this very question and ttz~ is a
6 drainage? 6 difference of opinion within the group as to wtxatx~ this

7 Was that factored into the modeling runs or did 7 is a way long range that you ar~ going to get this

8 you assun~ again the ~ drainage inputs? 8 improvement that you correctly point out or it’s not really

9 RICK WOODARD: I’ll turn to Mark for this 9 very long range.

10 one. 10 We are not talking about dsys or a few months

11 MARK COWAN: YOU are right that there 11 but wbaher we are talking about two or three years or two
I2 would be a long-term benefit along those lines and we I2 or three decades and my personal opinion is that it won’t
13 didn’t inelude that in this round of modeling. 13 bedeeades. It will be two or thre~ ~trs but that’s jnst

14 RICKWOODARD: I should say, Byron, that 14 myopinion. Tbere are others who differ with that.

15 that long-term benefit has been contemplated, though, in 15 But if we put in tl~ South Ddm barriers you

16 deliberations of the inter-Agency development teams so we16 are going to d~reas~ the salinity in the salt load in tbe

17 do see that as ultimately a rather important feature. 17 DMe regardless of whether you haw the isolated faeility

18 MR. BUCK: wi~ there be ally attempt to 18 because the modeling shows very etearly that you shunt the

119 quantify that? Beeause what we see here with this is we19 salt load that comes down tbe rivex on down into the

120 just push salt around in the system. 20 Central Delta whereas now it comes down the river, it goes

21 We move it from place to place but if we can 21 right through Old River and Grant Line Canal right back to

22 consider the source control benefits on balance we might22 the Delta Mendota pumps and you are recycling a few hundred
23 g~ improvement in the right kind of places and not have a23 thousand tons of year of salt and all that salt has to I~

24 negative impact in others if we could quantify it. 24 diluted to meet the Vernalis standards or it’s supposed to

25 RICK WOODARD: well, Byron, I am going to 25 be and so we are using a lot of New Melones water to dilute
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I the recycled salt load and that will be largely done away 1 People look at them and say well, that’s not
2 w~th, not totally, by just putting the barriers in. You 2 very salty. It should he all fight.
3 don’t have to have the isolated canal for that. 3 Whereas, I don’t believe that that’s the case
4 Now, I am a bit puzzled, Rick, by the f’tgures 4 and the isolated facility will definitely degrade what we
5 you have here in terms of numbers. 5 have, no question about it, because as it is now we. are
6 For the salinity in the South Delta if you 6 drawing Sacram~to River across the Delta since the San
7 refer to Table 1-3 it has -- and in the lower left quarter 7 Joaquin River brings in less water in a critical year th~
8 the July -- July December dry year and critical year -- oh,8 it takes for charmel depletion in the South Delta we are
9 no, the July September dry and critical year salinities. 9 actually pumping a mixture of Sacramento water that’s

i0 Well, those salinities look a lot lower to me than what 10 trying to cross the Delta and a lesser amount of San
11 we’ve been having and even for the existing condition. 11 Joaquln water and if you put in the isolated facility we
12 Unless you assume that the Bureau is -- always 12 don’t get that dilution anymore so we would be considerably
13 meeting the Vernalis standard which they don’t and that13 worse off than we are in terms of salJ.nity.
14 these are really just taken from the Vernalis standard 14 RICK WOODAR~: well, I think the work that
15 rather than from historical facts. 15 we’ve done does demonstrate that that would be the case.
16 We have had -- we get salinities of the order 16 ~,AmMAN MA~IGAr~: okay. Mr. Spear.
17 of l200 parts per million just upstream of Vemalis before17 MR. SPEAR: A very quick question. Very
18 you get the dilution from New Melones and that salt load18 quick question.
19 concentrated as it goes on past Vernalis. 19 In the right up there is some baseline type
20 We have had salin~ties as high as about 1900 20 numbers.
21 parts per million in Old River, not recently, but in the 21 For instance, a statement says salinity levels
22 past during very dry years so I don’t understand wlaere 22 that exceed 450 to 500 can begin to have a yield reducing
23 these numbers come from. Theyjust don’.t seem to me to23 impact on some of the more salt sensitive irrigated crops.
24 ague with the facts. 24 If we had that kind of number for urban and all
25 Also, I am not clear. I think from the text 25 of those things it seems to me what we really need here is
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1 you indicated you average the salinity at several points 1 not so much just whether or not something goes up or down
2 within the South Delta rather than at Vernalis in some of 2 but whether it gets into a danger or costly level because
3 these anatyses so as I say I’m puzzled by the numbers. 3 ff it just goes up and down but it’s e~atirely within a safe
4 I look at ~ with some disbelief even though 4 level where everybody is happy with it, ff I can assume
5 I have a lot of confidence in you. 5 then that everybody in ag would be happy with anything
6 Can you explain that? 6 below 400, I don’t know if that’s the case, I’m not
7 R~¢K WOOIgAPdg: Misplaced confidence 7 involved in ag per se -- then you could just say no impact
8 possibly .... 8 or something like that.
9 " C~U~mMA~ MA~GA~: well there is one 9 What we are getting lost in, I think, is a lot

10 option. 10 of numbers some of which are perhaps irrelevant to tl~
11 RICKWOODARD: Mark. I think can -- every 11 decision and I’d Like to see us focus on those that are
12 time I get in trouble it’s Mark who will f’tx it. 12 relevant.
13 MARK COWAN: I agree that this probably 13 You made a comment about the north Delta didn’t
14 isn’t very reflective of recent history at all. 14 get much benefit and as I read the things it doesn’t get a
15 And in fact the hydrology that went into this 15 benefit because it doesn’t look Like it needs one.
16 modeling effort is based on assumption Lhat Vernalis 16 It’s got a hundred PPMTa:~S the whole time and
17 standards will bc met. So keep that in mind when 17 you couldn’t l~elp it ff you’d tried, ff that’s true.
18 interpreting these numbers. 18 So we need to really focus in I think only on
19 MILHILDEI3RAND: Well, also, ifyouused 19 those numlxrrs wherc there is a cost to urban water supply
20 figures from a preceding carp and if they are included in20 folks where we are getting into a danger level for ag or an
21 this and you took a long range picture that would be 21 increased cost level where certain crops are precluded and
22 misleading because we never had a salt problem before the22 look at it that way because I have a hard time lookingat
i23 CvP and the salinity never got over 400 parts at Mossdale23 the numbers and f’~guring out which ones are of interest.
24 and so I think maybe you are misleading people by using24 RICK WOODARD: I would suggest that there
25 numbers here that are not very representative. 25 is not a really simple way to look at it.
P~r~I~TAL~ ~. A.q.qOC!ATI~.q Di~.PO.qlT]O~I RI~.P/’~RTI:;.R.q Pnoe. 9.AQ = pa~. 9.59.
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I For instance,, water supplies �:xport~d to I two which ar~ very stringcmt.
2 Southern California are blended once they arrive in 2 That’s a regulatory negotiation process betwcxm

3 Southe~ California and to th~ metropolitan agcmcies down 3 th~ ~PA and th~ stakeholders on the: ¢mvironmental side and
4 the~ I think it could be said that salinity is of great 4 th~ water treatment side.
5 importance to them and changes in salirdty ~ reJativdy 5 Nobody knows ~acfly where they are going to

6 minor can produce major changes in how they haw to operate 6 land so dq~eading upon whe~ th~ do that that number could
7 their systezns. 7 mov~ a little bit anywhe~ bawecm 50 and 150 but from our
8 I think that, on the other hand, it is tru~ 8 view given that w~ ar~ trying to protect public h~Ith wr
9 that th~ water quality that you ar~ ~pedcmcing in t1~ 9 ought to have th~ best sour~ water quality w~ can and th~

I0 Delta in many cases ~pc~tive of the: alte~’natiw choscm I0 best chance of meaing those standards with technology
11 may bc: suitable for supporting crop growth at that location 11

that’ s affordable.

12 but again once you export water down the San Joaquin Valley 12 TI~ problcmi whrn you get to too Idgh of a l~vel
13 whe~ it’s ~ r~cyclexl in terms of e~ficlency and 13 of bromid¢~ is tbe~ is no treamumt technology out tha~
14 manage it bc~on~s less apparent that chansm ar~ 14 �~¢c,�:pt for r~ycrrse osmosis that can ~ with that and if
15 unimportant and I think that’s something that x~zlly 15 all of the urban agcmcies had to go to r~verse osmosis
16 affects the: different user ar~s in different ways and 16 sysmus which are membranes, you would increase the water
17 requir~ a fairly complex prism through which to ~valuate 17 demand in th~ Delta 25 ~t overnight bcrcause you have
18 it. 18 to r~je~t a lot of thr wate~ that’s coming through those
19 C~-L~mMANMADIOA~�: ~havrRobertaandthan 19 systems that cmds up in brine outfa11. So wr don’t want to

20 Byron. 20 g~t pushed into a technology position that increases our

21 MS. BORC-ONOVO: ~ had a couple questions. 21 demands in th~ Ddta any mor~ than th~ ar~ now.

22 My fLrst is I wanted to ask Byron if the urban 22 MS. ~ORGO~OVO: X understand that.

23 agencies are advocating the leve! of bromid~ for a 23 But in also talking to EPA Ix~ople I think that
24 standard that t~ ar~ ~ abottt in the Ddta. 24 at the same time tl~ stakeholder negotiations are going on
25 MS. BUCK: What We did and it actually 25 and urban Water Agcmcies ar~ in that so hear they are
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1 g~ts to Mike’s question as well, what we did was hire an I arguing that it should be an alternative that gives ttmn
2 ind~p~dent panel to go and look at ~ our drinking 2 that standard of 50 but in ~A they are probably arguing

3 wate~- standard’s going, based upon whe~ drinking water 3 for something �I~ and so that’s kind of hard for th~ lay
4 standards am going what do we neod in te~’ms of wat~ 4 pe~sontofigureoutwhat’shaplx~dngthez~.
5 quality out of the Delta to meet them with the technology 5 MR. BUCK: And that’s a good point. I
6 that’s available -- curr~fly available and most likdy to 6 mean, unlike th~ endangered species act or som~ of the

7 be available in the futu~, current best available 7 other laws, Safe Drinking Wate~ Act brings in ~onomic

8 technology -- not what we-a~ using now but what we ar~ 8 conside~’ations.
9 having to instaLl to meet new standards. 9 Primarily our position is we’ve got to go whe~

10 Rick alluded to the primary standard is the 50 10 th~ scienc~ goes in tea-ms of public health and that’s the
ii micrograms for bromide. Bromide tends to be very much a I 1 fLrst priority we have to protect, public health.

12 determinant of your ability to disinfect for the warn" to 12 So wr ar~ going to ~nd up wber~v~ the
13 deal with cryptosporidium and other microbes, 13 standards are that say we have to protect public he, alth,
14 Ge~ardia (phonetic) and stfll not create a high levd of 14 tlm~we’regoingtonex~’dasourc~wate~’qualityandth~
15 disinfection of by-products. 15 ability to treat it to meet it.

16 So the expert panel looked at whe~ the r~gs 16 What our concern is is that the way this expe~t
17 are going, cam~ back and said th~ critical issue really is 17 panel laid out whex~ thos~ drinking water standards are

18 bromide, to some extent organic compounds ar~ an issu~ and 18 going, current Delta warm" quality is not sufficient for us
19 they r~,,omn-zmde~ that based upon where they think tl~ regs 19 to meet the standards with c~t available advanced

20 arc going you would be best off and reasonably protected if 20 technology.

21 you had a S0 micrograms standards for bromide. You’d 21 MS. BORGONOVO: lhadoneothersec, ond
22 likely me~t ~ th~ r~gs ar~ going. 22 question if I could.

23 Now, as Rick mentioned, it’s a process that’s 23 I wanted to know is it possible to h’rigat~ so
24 on ongoing. Stag~ or~ of the Safe Drinking Water Act 24 you have no taft water and does that make a diffa’ence as

25 regulations ar~ in place. There ar~ placeholders for stage 25 far as water quality goes?
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1 MR. HILDEBRAND: That’s not possible. 1 We’ve listed critical dry period deliveries as
2 All water has salt in it and you have to 2 well as average annual deliveries over the long term.
3 overirrigate enough to leech the salt and that salt has to3 The primary difference in assumptions between
4 go someplace. 4 existing conditions and the no action condition is the
5 One of our problems in the Valley is we aren’t 5 level of demand.
6 letting it go any place but the plant takes up through its6 For no action we’ve assumed a 20-20 level of
7 osmotic root system, evaporates through its leaves an7 demand which equates to about a ten to 15 percent increase
8 amount of water which is rather uniform for a pound 8 in total demand level over the existing conditions.
9 of-- to grow upon the biomass and that leaves ~ salt9 As you can see we’ve got kind of the classic

10 behind in the root zone and that has to be flushed out and10 trade-off. As demand increases the system is-stressed
11 has to go someplace. 11 more.
12 In the Central Valley now -- or in the 12 Reservoirs are pulled down more often and while
13 San Joaquin watershed at least what we are doing is we are13 we get an increase in long-term average deliveries there is
14 flushing that excess application on down into the 14 a commensurate decrease in deliveries during tim oritical
15 groundwater and salting that up and we are flushing part of15 dry period.
16 it into the river and salting that up which creates the16 For our alternative analysis we’ve identified a
17 problems I just spoke of a moment ago and our refusal to17 number of actions which might provide additional water
18 have a valley drain is gradually going to do to us the same18 supply opportunity and fortim purpose of this summary I
19 thing that happened in the Tigress near Euphrates back in19 have itemized those specific actions and given the
2O the Biblical days. It put us out of business. 20 incremental benefits here that those actions might.provide.
21 It’s just a matter of time and all our 21 So what I’d like to do is just briefly
22 short-range thinking that’s done around here is not facing22 .samamafize each one of these actions, talk about these
23 up to that. 23 estin:tates and then show you how we might bundle these
24 CI-IAIRMAN MADIGAI, t: Back to you, Rick. 24 actions back into our three specLFtc alternatives.
25 g~C~ WOOr)ARD: well, thank you very much,25 Tlae f’trst action improved coordination of State
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1 and I think that we’ll have Mark talk to us now. He has 1 Water Project cvP operations.
2 all the right answers. 2 What we’re really talking about here is joint
3 ~ cow~a,t: ~ am going to focus on water 3 points of diversion, changing ~ State project Cvl’ water
4 supply opportunities specifically. 4 rights permits such that in particular cv1, water could be
5 I a1~ologize for the lack of information on this 5 transported through State Water Project facilities when
6 subject in your packets today. We’ve hem real busy 6 capacity exists and our estimates show that this type of
7 evaluating a set of operation studies that have been 7 action might provide a modest increase in long-term average
8 completed recently so this slafff is p~’tty fresh. 8 deliveries.
9 I’ve got a eousiderable amount of detail in 9 How~rer, you can see critical period deliveries

10 tbe~e studies so today I’m just going to try to summarize 10 aren’t really affected and that’s primarily.because
11 some of the general conclusious that we’ve reached at this11 critical dry periods our conveyance capacity isn’t
12 point in our evaluation. 12 constraining the system.

As a way of background the Department of Water 13 Tbe second action increase in committed banks
14 Resources system operation modal DWaS~ is the primary tool14 pumping capacity. The banks pumping plan is tl~ State
15 we’ve used to do theseevaluatious of water supply and this15 water project’s Delta export facility.
16 model is primarily set up to estimate cvp and State Water 16 Ttm physical capacity of th~ pumping plant is
17 Project deliveries under any giwm set of assumI~tious. 17 10,300 CFS which happens to be the capacity of the aqueduct
18 So while we’ve used tbese project deliveries as 18 downstream of tbe pumping plant.
19 a basis of comparison, I do want to make a point that these19 The operating capacity of the facility is
20 system deliveries that we have estimated might be allocated20 currently restricted by the Corps of Engineers permit to
21 to other water users or to environmental purposes. 21 something like 6700 CFs with increases up to I believe it’s
22 As a benctmaark we’ve modeled existing 22 8500 CFS in some winter months.
23 conditions aad a no action condition and these are the 23 If appropriate actions were put into place such
24 resulting average annual system deliveries.that the 24 as channel dredging, barriers, improved fish screens it
25 projects would provide. 25 might be possible to increase that permitted pumping plant
Pt’~I/TAI.U. ~. A.q.q~’II’2.IATU_q DU.Ptr’LqlTII"INI I~U.PI’I1/TIT.R.q Pao~. 9.57 - Paoe. 9.613
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1 capacity up to physical capacity and realize some moderate1 cubic feet per second mean daily flow event in the fiver
2 gains in water supply opportunity. 2 any given water year.
3 One point I’d like to make about this is that 3 As you can see that has a pretty significant
4 without increased system storage the magnJttate of those4 impact on the potential benefits and this probably needs
5 benefits are really constrained by the ability of local 5 more study but at any rote I think we can show that them
6 water users to accept water outside of their normal 6 are fairly significant potential benefits associated with
7 delivery schedules and store tlds water in local surface 7 storage.
8 water reservoirs or groundwater basins. 8 So now we take those potential actions and
9 The third action I’ve listed here is 9 bundle them back into our alternatives and you can see once

I0 . construction of an isolated conveyance facility. 10 again now I’ve got cumulative benefits which might be
11 In and of itself an isolated facility doesn’t 11 accmexi by combining some of these actions together.
12 generate any new water but adjustments in Bay-Delta 12 Under alternative one you see again a potential
13 standards associated with a facility might create an 13 for moderate increases in water supply based on this
14 additional water supply opportunity. 14 potential increase in permitted capdeity of banks pumping
15 In particular, under the existing water quality 15 plant. You add storage and you f’mn up and add to those
1t5 control plan the export ratio built into the plan is 16 potential water supplies.
17 designed to reduce the effects of entrainment caused by 17 One interesting thing hem if you notice, we
18 South Delta pumping. 18 don’t show any difference between potential water supply
19 If those diversions are moved from the South 19 opportunities betvce~a alternative one and alternative two.
20 Delta up to the Sacramento River then it’s possible that 20 It’s based on the assumption that Bay-Delta
21 them might be an adjustment in that standard and them21 standards would not be different between those two
22 might be this kind of level of water supply oppo~unity 22 alternatives.
23 assoehtted with that adj~t. 23 I think that there may be an oversimplification
24 The Final action that I have identified hem is 24 here in the fact that under a throngh-Delta type operation
25 ’ storage, increase in groundwater storage and surface water25 theav may be reductions in carriage water.
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1 storage can provide water supply opportunity in two primary1 The carriage water issue, of course, is subject
2 ways. 2 to a lot of debate right now and at any rate it probably
3 First of all, by inserting surplus flows for 3 wouldn’t be a significant amount of water, anyway.
4 release during times of need and, second of all, by 4 We do see an overall increase in potential
5 providing opportunities to shift Delta pumping away from5 water supply opportunity with alternative three and that is
6 times most sensitive to fisheries. 6 primarily associated with th~ concept of adjusting the
7 For this evaluation we’ve used 4.75 million 7 Bay-Delta standards associated with reducing entrainment
8 acre feet of storage, a relatively large amount, and that 8 effects of south Delta diversions.
9 storage consists of a quarter million acre feet of 9 MS. MCl’F_.AK: We’ve got Alex and then

i0 groundwater storage in the Sacramento Valley, a half 10 Roberta.
11 million acre feet of groundwater storage in the San Joaquln11.. MP,_ m-uDFeBRAND: I am a little puzzled by
12 Valley, two million acre feet of offstrearn surface storage 12 your F~ares here.
13 off the Sacramento River and two million acre feet of off13 Correct me if I’m wrong, but I think that
14 aqueduct surface storage south of the Delta. 14 except for the storage item the other items have to do with
15 In this evaluation we looked at two potential " 15 increased capability of exporting water.
16 diversion rules. 16 They don’t acttmlly represent any increase in
17 Under the first case which provides the upper 17 the overall yield of the Central Valley. So that if you
18 end of the benefit watea- is diverted into storage whenever18 export more somebody is getting less.
19 there is surplus flows in the system above and beyond 19 Is that not the case?
20 existing Bay-Delta standards, in-stream flow requirements20 MAm~ COWAN: Certainly, if you look at it
21 or navigation requirements. 21 from a mass balance point of view the idea that --
22 In the second ease we have included a more 22 MR. HILDEBRAND: I think we have to -- you
23 constraining criteria to preserve those peak flows that 23 ought to label this then water supply for South -- for
24 Lester was showing us earlier and under that criteria we 24 State and Federal exporters and then you should show who
25 wouldn’t divert into storage until we achieved a 60,00025 gives up that water.
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1 Now, ~,en it" the case of your storage item I am l that this is wb.ere the water will go or should go but this

2 under the impression that part of that is increas~ yield 2 is what storage and conve3,ance changes can produc~ and

3 for tl~ ov~all system by virtue of th~ storage and part of 3 y~eld for ~weryone’s benefit and who gets it is clem’ly on
4 it is an increased capability to export it because you can 4 tl~ table.
5 shift the time that it arrives in the Delta. 5 The oth~r thing just to point out in terms of a
6 So again probably not all of that storage item 6 mass balance which we’re not t-,Ting to do, this really
7 is tg~v wat£a’. Part of that nmy also be taken from oLl~rs 7 doesn’t do it.

8 but I am uncertain about that. " 8 We’ve got two million acre f~t of unn~t

9 CP.AmMA~ MADIOAI~: GO ~ Lester. 9 cknnands on the sys~m right now in dry years.

10 EXECLrlTVE DIRECTOR SNOW: ~ ~ respond 10 At best you’ve got a rail_lion acr~ feet he~ so

11 and,Mark, fcel fr~ to corrt~t ms ff I’m not saying this 11 this isn’t going to clearly solve Calffornia’s water

112 right. 12 problem nor aml saying we should be doing that but that’s

113 But th~ water that shows up he~ as incrt~tsed 13 just a Ixrrspective comment.

14 water supply is related to those charts we showed ~arlier 14 And th~ otb~ thingabout Rob~ta’s comment

15 capturing tbe high~ flows, the uncontrolled flows in wet 15 about standards, son~ of tbe current on~s c~a~minly relate

16 and above normal y~rs and so conceptually in that 116 to where the pumps are now and, for instance ~

17 situation who you are taking the water away from in that 17 San Joaquin flows past those pumps so th~ fish get benefit.
18 case would be Delta outflows in those high~ flow years. 18 If you move that location, obviously you’d want

19 You are not taking away from Sac Vallry 19 to x~wisit standards Rke t~t bo~ause t.his condition you

20 ogtioulture, for example, to make high~ exports. You am 20 are controlling for no Iong~ exists.

21 trying to deal wi~ that hydrograph in th~ diff~cnc¢ 21 MS. McPEA~ Could you explain that?

22 between years. 22 Why?
23 Is that fair to say?. 23 I un&a~d tbe words. I’m not sure I

24 MARK COWA~: Yeah, I believe that these 24 understand th~ premise.

25 two -- th~ general philosophy is the san~ ~ both of 25 Mg. BUCK: well, one of tbe worries
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1 these types of increases. 1 crrtainly is if you are ~ to creatr San J’oaquin flows

2 In one case you arc using south of Delta 2 and other IX~pl¢ in thr audienc¢ know this bet~r than mr

3 storage or local storage to c, aptum those surplus flows and 3 and on staff that you am trying to crtat¢ fish flows and

4 in the second case you are using systcan stora~ to capture 4 ~ the fish om into ~: system and not grt -

5 those surplus flows. 5 MS. MCPEAK: Fish flows, not just San

6 ~ MADIGA~: ROberta and then Byron. 6 Joaquin flows.

7 MS. BORGONOVO: My q~otl WaS that if 7 M1L 8UC~ idght, but in this particular

8 you took a look at the alternative thr~ and you have the 8 case on the San ~oaquin River.
9 same Delta standards does that mow everything down again?9 You don’t want them to g,t pullod into the

10 MARKCOWAN: SUrO. 10 pumps. If tbr pumps or ttm location is not ther~ you don’t

11 And, in fact, with -- if you left exactly the 11 have that worry anymore so you don’t need a standard at
12 same Bay-Delta standards in place, you could see water cost12 that really addresses that because now you don’t have an
13 With an isolated facility. 13 impediment to ~ those flows out into the Delta and
14 Currently flows that go to meet Rio Vista flow I4 out to where th~ fish need to go.
!5 standards can in some cases be sort of shuttled around and15 You would have a different standard to address
16 diverted from South Delta pumps and, you know, if the 16 impacts. You might have it ~ that diversion

17 standards were not changed at all th~ OlXa’ation of an 17 location is so conversely you might have to deal with a new
,18 isolated facility could result in reduced water supply. 18 standard for a screen facility up on Hood whm you’ve got
i19 CHAIRMANMADIGAN: Byron. 19 t:ggs and larva¢ coming by you might not want to hc pumping

20 MR. BUCK: A couple Of points. 20 during those periods.

21 On Alex’s what appears here looks like it’s an 21 So you would both change existing standards and
22 analog using tlm State and Fcdmd projects for supply 22 probably create new ones based upon thr new systtan that

23 betmfits based upon a storage and isolated facility, you’ve configur~
24 Those could be split to a number of user groups 24 tas. ~tce~ well, I guess what - the

25 including the environment so I don’t think you’re implying25 reason I was qtmstion~ng that, Byron, is that it’s not just

Pt~R_ T~AI.I~. ~. A.~.qC~.lAq~..q DI~.Pt~S1TIONT RW.PORT~.R.q Pn~e. 9.fig - Pn~e.
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1 San Joaquin river flows although that’s very important and1 capacity from South Delta to the Sacramento River you have
2 v¢~ don’t want to se~ that impacted but in terms of what is2 to revisit what ar~ tl~ protective standards that you would
3 now spring outflow for the null zone it is not just the 3 have to operat~ under.
4 San Joaquin. 4 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Sunne.
5 In fact, it is the Sacramento that is far more 5 MS. MC~’~: ~ un~d thos~ words.
6 a factor. 5 I still am having difficulty understanding what
7 MR. BUCK: Oh, cl~xly. 7 you then contemplate as tl~ impact on th~ FA’Rmrian
8 Some of thos~ things you probably wouldn’t 8 environment and that’s exactly th~ issue, l_~s~, that wv
9 ~ x2. 9 got -- wrm in 1980, ’81, ’82 and, you know, this notion of

10 Them probably isn’t much of a rationale but 10 morn efficient d~livery, a saving of tlm carrying water but
l I sorer of th~ local standards deal with local conditions 11 still did not take into account what it was going to
12 where th~ pumps am you would look at but a lot of th~ 12 require for maintaining a healthy Estuarian environment.
13 other standards would not change and I don’t think 13 Now, that’s what this program is ostensibly all
14 (inaudible). 14 about.
15 MARS: COWAN: YOU arv doing a groat job, 15 I th~ h~trd you when you vce~ trying to answer
16 Byron. 16 my question off line which I appreciated, you talked about
17 MS. MCPF.AK: well, I’mnotsum. I’mglad 17 moving habitat further into th~ D~Ita which would
18 to Imar you say that but I’m not sum. 18 aliow -- am I undc~t~ading that answer right - null zone
19 I just had that discussion with I_gster, too. 19 to b~ moved farth~ e~st.
20 CRAmMAN MAD~C~dq: gobert~ 20 Is that what’s b~ing discuss~ hay?
21 MS. BORGONOVO: what happens with x27 21 EXECLrlRVE DIRECTOR SNOW: l_~t ll~ just
22 I mean, if you - is it aff~ngd? 22 start with th~ f’u-st point, tlm fu-~t issue you vcav
23 MR. BUCK: under this assumption x2 would 23 raisi~Ig.
24 rgmain tl~ same or th~ standard for x2 would remain th~24 ~ we have to ~nd up with this, whatever it
25 sam~. 25 is that we chan~ we have to haw a healthier aquatic
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1 MARK COWAN: For all alternatives, yeah. I environment than vgv have today.
2 Therg wouldn’t b~ a rationale for facilities to 2 That’s a given and so wv arc doing a lot of
3 daanging x2. 3 things to accomplish that, physical restoration of habitat,
4 MS. BORGONOVO: I guess what I’m asking is 4 screcmin~ diversions, rt ~ and so vch~ we talk about
5 if you didn’t changg th~ import and vxport ratio would you5 any alternative that changes tl~ confignn’adon of th~ Delta
6 incre, a~ tlm numba’s, th~ days of x27 6 we need to revisit what it takes to balancv tl~ syste~ as
7 MARK COWAN: YOU might do that. 7 it were and haw a h~althier aquatic environmmt. And so
8 Th~ rationale would b~ different but it 8 we have to re2ook at thos~ issue.
9 wouldn’taddmsstt~issu~sbutthat’scc:rtainly 9 MS. Mcr~AZ: Iundm’stand. Iundesstand

10 possible, i0 tho~ words. Truly, I think I do.
11 CHAIRMAN !¢~t.DIGAN: /_~. 11 But it is counter-intuitive to n~ that when you
12 EXECU’IPCE DIRECTOR SNOW: I~t me add on 12 am rgvisiting the notion of a h~thy �~.,osyste’m in th~
13 this issur becaus~ it’s an important one. 13 estuary, that you would eXlX~t by moving tt~ divea~ion
14 It’s certainly one that we’ll probably discuss 14 farth~ upstream up north that you ~t -- that you haw
15 som~ tomorrow but c~rtainly at tl~ Deceanber meeting, also.15 less nexxi or have less of an outflow. It’s exactly th~
16 Th~ cm’mnt operating criteria of t.h¢ accord 16 opposit~ as far as I can te21.
17 which has inflow and export ratio on th~ x2 we~ all 117 MARKCOWAN. ffloouldmspondtothat.
18 d~signed in the context of th~ currant configuration of I wasn’t sugg~ting that you changg tt~ outflow
19 pumping patta-n to th~ D~lta. 19 raquJrements at all
20 The extent to which you modify that you hav~ to 20 What I’m talldng about is tlm ~xport inflow
21 take a look at what you would change to ac.z, on~odat~ thg2I ratio which is specifically cL-wigned to reduc~ th~ effects
22 chang~ in structure of tim Delta and so that’s on~ of th~ 22 of South Delta ~atrainment.
23 issues that’s ~mbexlded in this is having to f’~q~m out if 23 MS. MC~’~U~: okay.
24 you moved particularly under alternative thre~ or almost24 MARK COWAN: SO OUtflOW rgqllil’~]au~lts would

25 exclusively under alternative thr~ significant divezsion25 remain constant and in fact in this ~,waluation we’w usai
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I the same x2 requirements and outflow requirements under1 isolation of th~ diversions as you ar~ curr~tly achieving
2 both assumptions. 2 now with this relationship betwe~ inflow and export.
3 MS. 8ORGONOVO: I guess W~ arc going to 3 Now, that does not speak to the concerns about
4 have to have a detailed description of this b~ause isn’t 4 flow into th~ Bay, an annual flow into the Bay.
5 the outflow what the x2 is based upon? 5 We’ve dgalt with that in part by this
6 Isn’t x2 bared upon how much outflow and the 6 constraint that says you don’t dive~t to offstream storage
7 position of it? 7 until you’ve had one of the~ fairly significant flow
8 MARK COWA~: ¥~. I’m sorry if I -- 8 events which is designed to simulat¢ the natural
9 MS. BORGONOVO: I mean, I guess I go back 9 hydrographic pattern and c, reat~ those mechanim’ns in thg Bay

I0 to Sunne’s question and that is if you don’t chang~ tbe 10 that cream th~ freshwater lands and all of those physical
11 export import ratio you g~t mor~ export. 11 processes.
I2 The~fore, you are going to increas~ thg numbgr 12 Anothor thing that seems to g~t overlooked in
13 of x2 days and you are going to ke~p it furth~ out into 13 this issn~ is wr are vea’y much concerned about brackish
14 the D~Ita and so I think you’re right, I.¢ster, when you 14 watrr habitat..
15 talk about if you have th~se diff~’cnt configurations then15 In th~ FA~PP habitat targets v¢� will
16 you go back and you look at the standards but when tbe16 substantially incr~se th~ aewial extrnt of x2 habitat by
17 standards arc so hard fought it’s part of th~ worry about 17 ~ up a numbs, of aores that aro ourrenfly dikcxt to
18 how you scope that null zot~ thcwe wha~ you have habitat.18 tidal influence, thus creating the shallow wata" tidally
19 EXE~ DmECTOR SNOW: well, I think 19 influence habitat Lrrespective of what tim flow is.
20 maybe I’m ¢ausing confusion by shorthand and just using the 20 And som~ of that will be don~ in th~ Suisun Bay
21 terra standards or Delta otxrmting criteria. 21 Area. Som~ of it will be furthez upstream.
22 Those operating criteria go way beyond x2 and 22 Frankly, that was morn than natural
23 IVfark is oorrect that all of our modgLing assumgs th~ 23 availabi~ty of that habitat type beforo v¢~ started

24 ourrent x2 is in place for all of this analysis but them ’ 24 significantly modifying tbe systgm so just tbe habitat
25 am lots of othec provisions in th¢ accord inflow export 25 targets in tl~ ER~P will create morn spatial extent of tt~
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1 ratio and th~ ratio at V~aalis to export pumping that if 1 null zone.
2 you chang~ tbe configuration of the Ddta you would want to2 C~,mMAN MADIGA~: sunn~.
3 revisit those. 3 MS. Mcg~va Dick, let m~ try to ask two
4 Dick, do you want to add? 4 questions about outflow.
5 MR. DANIEL: AIIOth~ way of looking at it 5 During what time of year is outflow most
6 is the accord dealt with two issues. 6 critical for positioning the null zone as v~ now know the
7 It dealt with habitat which is reflected in x2 7 habitat?
8 and it also used inflow export ratios to try and reduce 8 MR. DAt¢IEL: I wish I could give you a
9 entrainment during critical periods. 9 weLl-informed answer.

Io It’s not unlike what I was taLldng about a 10 It is most frequently not positioned during the
II littie bit earlier with regard to the relationship of tbe II latter part of the spring. That’s when the water projects
12 ERPP flows and the 800,000 under B(2). 12 have the ability to start capturing water and putting it in
13 There are many instances during the year even 13 storage.
14 in some dri~ years when x2 is wonderful. It’s way down14 That’s post flood control OlXa’ations. That’s
15 into the Bay. We have the optimal amount of x2 type 15 when the hydrograph is probably most effective by water
16 habitat but the exporters are constraimd by the ratio of 16 project operations.
17 inflow to export in order to reduce ontrainment, 17 MS. MCPEAK: And during what time of year
18 If we build effective sca~ms, if we build an 18 is outflow most needed to counteract entrainment?
19 isolated facility the degree to which we have to use flow19 MR. DANIEL: At the time -- it’s a direct

20 to offset the impacts of entrainment is reduced and I give20 relationship between the amount of water you are exporting.
21 you a vea’y ’quick sketchy oufline of how that works and 21 MS. MCPEAK: Am l right to conclude that
22 frankly it’s fairiy intuitive in terms of the way we are 22 it’s basically the same times?
23 developing the program so it could turn out that the same23 MIL DANIEL: V~ry oft~.

24 level of protection, same level of protection can be 124 MS. MCPEAr~ okay. That’s the problem I’m
25 achieved with a flsh scrom but with some degrt~ of 125 having with this discazssion, ._-----
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1 MR. DANIEL: That’s the conflict in the I Luis is already full and you don’t have any place to put it
2 system. 2 in?
3 MS. MCPF_.AK: NO kidding. 3 MAR~ COWAN: rm not sure I can make that
4 MR. DANIEL: The demand overlaps at ~ 4 characterization right now.
5 same time. 5 I’m not sure I’m making this connection.
6 MS. MCl’EAK: veah. 6 apologize.
7 Tl~refore, the discussion we just had about 7 What the operation studies have shown us that
8 reconfiguration of the intake, the Delta transfer mechanism8 we have conducted so far is that you can relax the export
9 might allow some reexamination of flow needed for 9 ratio and maintain x2 to its current level and gain a small

10 entrainment I conclude is really going to have a 10 amount of water supply.
I1 similar -- I me_an, a similar concern or a coincidental 11 It’s not a significant amount we are talldng
12 cxmcern about flow on null zone positioning. 12 about here, you know, I think it showed a couple hundred
13 MR. DANIEL: One of the ways that this 13 thousand acre feet on average. That occurs quite a bit in
14 works, one of the ways that we are looking at this, isthat14 some wet years, probably not very mueh in dry years and
I5 if you can inca’eas~ the safe export capacity in the Delta, 15 critical years.
16 the volume of water t~r unit time that you ean move out of 16 MS. MeI’EAK: sirnplybytherec, onfiguration
!7 the Delta and if yon have a place to put it south of the 17 of the intake or by the addition of the storage?
18 Delta, you can capture more water during the lx~riods of18 MARK ¢OWAN: simply by the reconf’tguration
19 very high flow whtm entrainment is aot a eon~ma, when x2 of the intake.
20 is not a concern, put it into storage and use that to !20 MS. Mee~a~
21 offset exports that would ordinarily hat’pen during this 121 And all I’m saying is it makes ao sense because
22 critical spring period and rebalanee tl~ system in that ~22 the assumption that you are making -- I am understanding
23 way. 23 the assumption you are making is the savings in the water
24 MS. MCPF_.AK: Absolutely, for which I’ve 24 now used to eount~’act entrainment.
25 said that for 14 years. 25 ,However, that most often occurs at the very
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1 Those times happen to be the end of January, 1 same time that th~ outflow is needed to position the null
2 February, March. They are not th~ times of the year we are2 zone. So reconfiguratioa of the outta~ alone does aot
3 talking about and I don’t get what has just been put up 3 translate to me to he the savings in water.
4 hem in your explanation. 4 A storage system and the facilities that am
5 Those hydrographs are not happening at the time 5 mxxled for what Dick laid out I totally agr~ but you are
6 that you are assu~ we are going to capture water because6 taking it at a differmt time of the y~ar.
7 we are not using it to offset entrainment. 7 U~. YAVX~m~ Let me try this oar. Mayt~
8 ~ DANmL: rm not sure I follow you. 8 th~ third time is a charm hem.
9 It is tl~ Jantuii~-, February, March time frame. .9 We aeed to I guess define the cirettmstane¢ v~

I0 MS. MCPEAK: Right. 10 are talking about.
!11 MR. DANIEL: wh~’e we typically eXlX~rience 11 We are only looking in this analysis at a dual
i12 a flow event that’s a result of a fairly gond size storm. 12 facility and the opportunities for mvising the way that
13 Very oRen in our system now San Lttis ~oir13 thr export ratio would affect tt~ amount of water you could
I4 is full -- 14 move through an isolatrd facility, part of the dual.
15 MS. MCl~EAK: YOU ~ to have a place to 15 The reason is that, as Dick expressed earlier,
16 put the water, you have to have a big enougla straw, you16 the entrainmeat effects are reduced by moving water off the
17 have to be able to suck it up fast, all of that I get. 17 Sacratnento River above Hood or Freeport and the assumption
18 I just don’t understand those numbers and the 18 has Ix~n made that eaough water will still move down tl~
19 reconf’~aration of tlae Delta without flows during th~ 19 Sacramento River to maintain the location of x2 to
20 springtime. 20 that standard and additional water will b~ brought in out
21 MR. DANIEL: Mark, is it because you are 21 of, for instance, upstrean’t reservoirs to fill the isolal~l

22 assuming the existing standards relative to inflow and 22 facility at that additional expori ratio.
23 export or you find when you run tl~ operation using 23 So you are adding water out of upstream storage
24 existing facilities south of th~ De2ta for offstream :24 during those months in which you have th~ opportunity to
25 storag~ that very often wlaen that water is available San !25 move water to the isolated facility and storing it longer
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1 out through th~ Bay, whrn does it flow out through thr Bay I to look at thai issue. We don’t have an answer for you
2 and I think it also goes back to tim question that Eric 2 right now.
3 posed ovrr wtx~x~r you hav~ storag~ in convryance and you 3 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Wher~ am I?
4 am b~.r~qting tt~ =vimran~t. 4 Alex.
5 I think that you am lessening th~ impacting 5 MR. HILDEBRAND: Have you mad~ an ana.[ysLs
6 th~ impact of human u~ on thc systcm but that’s on not thc 6 of thc diffemnce in watea- quality in the central D~lta
7 sam¢ as bcne, fiting thr ¢nvimnmmt and it’s wbcr¢ this 7 ~ altm’natiw two and thre�?
8 position rtally comes from th~ ¢nvimnmmtal community that 8 I agr~ with Michael Spear that we really don’t
9 if you’re having storag~ and convcyanc¢ you am not going 9 care about som~ changes in salinity that are below

I0 to ¢nhancv thr environment ov~ what it was. I0 tlm~old where they ~ any diff,-once and that’s why I
11 You am going to lessen the impacts. So it’s ! 11 dicln’t Like to s¢� figures for tt~ South I~Ita that I think
12 part of this philosophical de, batcthatwc’v~lx~ahaving !12 am getting down in that mng~ but I don’t think we am
13 that I think is also important for pcoplc to undcrstand so !i3 malis~c.
14 th~ know ~ ~ two sid= con~ from. i 14 But in the Central Delta in thos~ subirrigatcd
15 ~~XC, A~: okay. Byron. ~15 peat soils you need vezy high quahty watcr mom than v~
16 ~g, suc~ Thr~ is an assumption in ttm 116 nccdintl~SouthD~Itaandithasn’tbc~aproblrmve~�
17 documents that v~ ar~ having a third split of new s~ 17 much bocaus~ t~ ~to Rive" watt" is being drawn
18 that would go to thc environment so that wat~, that would 18 throughth~CcntraIDcltaunda’th~pre~ntsysteanand
!19 Im in storag~ would bc availablc for additional flow 19 would bc undcr any through-Delta systean but if you put in
!20 mrasurcs so you can indeed bcadit th~ mvironmmt. 20 an isolat~l facility th~n you ar~ going to r~duc~ that
!21 What was kind of assumed up Ix’.r¢ ls that it was 21 to -- or diminat~ at tim~ that cost flow and you’ll also
!22 al1~ up togrthrr into how much yie.ld can you cr~atr 22 diminat~ any mixing of th~ South D~Ita of th~ San ~oaquin
!23 to tl~ systma. 23 Rive" warm" that’s coming in so in effect you deliver th~

24 Certainly, a porlion of that can bo tlsod for 24 San Joaquin salt load right on down to tlm Omtral I~ita
25 ~avironmmtal flows that otlx~wis~ you can’t ~ 25 and it would aplx~tr to m~ that the~ water quality would
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I CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: AI~x -- oh, I’m sorry, l subsmntially dq~adcd and might wr,11 be degrad~xl Igyond
2 Bob f’Lrst and th~ Alex. 2 the point whirr it is ind~xi a proble~
3 MIL RAAB: Pm questioning what I think is 3 l~. y~ Th~ answtr to that I think is
4 an assumption. 4 yss, w¢’v~ Iook~ at that.
5 We ar~ told that when you have high flow ~vents 5 r d ask Rick to con~ back up and put his
6 and you grt above say 60,000 c2s in the Sacrameato, then6 ovcrlzad up that displays that.
7 you start taking watex out of the Delta and putting it into 7 ~uc~ WOODAm~. Alex, I don’t know.
8 the offstream storage facility and that does lower the 8 I hav~’t ~ abl~ to locatr tl~ ov¢~hmd in
9 plume and tl~ amount of water that flows into the Bay and9 question, but I think clearly an isolated facility would

10 the assumption is that is that has no bad eff~cts. 10 havrsom~darimeatalimpactonth~qualityofwat~xin

I I The assumption is that onc~ you grt above a 11 castra’n and Southcxn Ddta channels.
12 cextain flow in Sacramento tha~ is no problem in the Bay12 Now, hopefully, today w~ will ~ around to
13 withdiminish~ttminflow. 13 mlkingalittlcbitabouthowthatmightbcaddr~sed.
14 The~ is an assumption that these high flows 14 caAmMA~ M.~ZaZ~: Only over cocktails.
15 which come in cextain years and not in dry critical years15 PacxwooD~: That works for n~.
16 aren’t important to the South Bay. 16 Alex, w~ think for instance that tl~ diminlsh~
17 [ just wondered what kind of studying has been 17 salt load that would occur into th~ San Ioaquin ValL-y as a
18 done to hold this assumption if it is only just an 18 result of an isolated facility would haw a majoc
19 assumption. 19 improvcm~t or have a major positive d’f¢ct on mitigati~4g
20 Ma. YAEGER: sob, to re, at what we said 20 ottxa-wis¢ dct~oratcd conditions due to the prcscmc~ of
21 ear[ior on this isst~ we have not yet compIet~ the stizdies21 tim isolated facility and also we am thinking pz~-tty hard
22 but one of th~ sttldi~s that v~ arc goiIlg to do is to look 22 with th~ intern-Agency dov~lopmcnt t~mm about the concept of

23 at ~z~ effects on San Pablo Bay and ttm stratification 23 supplying some of those n~ds from a facility which in turn
24 iSSt~S in the South Bay of moving water into storage, into24 would tlxm provide much bcttex quality watea- for that to
25 offstmar~ storage o~ t~ Santo Ri�e- so wr arc going25 tlm De.lta agricnltural inta-¢sts or at least soma of tlmm
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I and we think that the discharges from those islands would 1 as Noticed.
2 th~ be bett~r quality than would o~se he the cas~. 2 CHAIRMAN MAD[GAN: Excuse rag, right.

3 So betw~a those two concepts of improving the 3 MS. SELKIgK: It means that the
4 salt or reducing the salt load in th~ San Joaquin systexn 4 presentation on B(2) will tak~.plac~ after the small groups
5 and possibly supplying some of those interests from an 5
6 isolated facility, we think that it’s quite possible that 6 LmAUh’vL~ MADIGAN: Sap.
7 w~ can diminat~ those problems to a ~ larg~ degr~. 7 MS. SELKmK: And
8 MP,. m’LOF_~P, AND: I’d lilm to s~ that 8 thexeaf~.
9 analysis as you develop it. 9 M~ DtrtCt~G: You am putting over the

10 I haven’t forgott~ that when they wanted to 10 discussion groups but in looking at what you haw for
11 build th~ l~riphexal Canal in the old days that they wanted11 tomorrow it seems to m_~ son~ of the tim0 allocations are
:12 to have us pay for all of the watex we got, take away th~ 12 wry unrealistic. 30 minutes for B(2) and 3 0 minutes for
13 water w~ had, rechanncl the watcr supply and charg~ us for13 HcPpart~cularlystrik~meand, youknow, I don’t think
14 giving us any wat~r out of the canals. 14 2:30 is mally a full day.
15 CIOJRMAN MADIGAN: Th~ are trealing you 15 Don’t you think w~ are going to need some mor~
16 like an urban area. That’s kind of ugly. 16 time on son~ of those other critically important items?
17 RICK WOODAR~: well, it’s clearly a case 17 MS.
18 that w~ a~ gning to have to do a number of thesc kinds of18 ifw~mxxiiL Those wer~ estdmates and obviously our
19 an analyses and it will be iterative to some ~xtent hecanse19 estimat~ have bc~n off today.
!20 until we d~fme th~ ~ facilities we am talking about 20 ~L~ Duggn~G: rd suggest that we plan
21 and how th~y might bc opcrated and a number of other 21 right now to go much lat~r than 2:30 ff we am going to do
22 parameters surrounding the altematiw it wouldu’t be 22 all of those things.
23 possible to r~lly get very precise information about what23 MS. SELKIRK: okay.

24 those ¢ffe~ts would be and how they would be best mitigated24 CHAIRMAN MAD[GAN: Ann.
25 but that’s something that’s definitely what we’ll he doing.25 ~¢,s. NOTr~OFF: I just want to point out

Page 290 Page 292
1 CttAmlCa~ MADIGA~: okay. In three minutes 1 that I think that sinc~ we s~at this Agenda out to th~
2 th~ sound systean ggts dismantled. 2 public I am aware a couple of people anyway who am
3 Mary, what would you like to tell us about 3 planning on coming to the meedng specifically to discuss
4 tomorrow?. 4 items two and thr~ on tomorrow’s Ag~da.
5 MS. SELKIP, X: HeXe’s the proposal: 5 Th~ am going to be he~ at 9:15 and had
6 That we r~,~aven~ at 8:30 in the morning wt~ 6 probably planned to be able to tak¢ cam of thor business
7 Lcst~ and with Stew Yaq~’. 7 and leave at 10:30.
8 We’ll do a short-talk about the ¢amaging 8 MS. SEL~RK: Well, I’ve called thr~
9 significant policy trade-offs that have.com~ out of this 9 peopl~ on this who I know w~,� intending to be c~tainly

10 whol~ distinguishing characteristics analysis that you’ve10 hem for it~nn two.
111 heard about today as an entr¢~ into thr~ small group I 1 MS. NO--OFF: oh, you have?
12 discussions on the trado-offs because that’s r~mlly what we12 MS. SELKIRK: Yeah.
13 want to hear from BDAC mea~bers about before you se¢ a 13 MS. NoTr~oFF: And did you giw them a
14 pmfexmd alternative, is what am the rt~[y significant 14

15 trade-offs that you am specifically concen~d with. ~15 MS.S~.~: Yes.
16 V~aat that does is that it cascades into about a 16 Ms. NOTr~O~F: What ~ did you give
17 full day meeting tomorrow. We’dprohablybeadjouming117
18 around 2:45 tomorrow.

[18 MS. S~,K: I estimatod that B(2) should
19 We will have lunch provided and a r~vised 19 be on tlm Ag~nda around 10:30tomorrow.

20 Agenda will be available for you in the morning but starti20 MS. NO~’HOFF: okay.
21 tim~willbetl~san~. 21 MS. SnLgmg: And that ’ s the be~ we can
22 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: NO, th0 start ~ will 22 do. I don’t know what else we can do.

23 be an hour earlier, atS:30. Well, it will be the sam~ as 23 MS. NOTTOFF: Except if we get h¢~ at
24 Noti~xxi. 24 8:30 and them am a lot of people hem that am planning
25 MS. SELKIRK: start time will be the same 25 to talk I was just going to say v~ might have to kind of
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1 see what the audience looks like in ~ morning.
2 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Probably we’ll have to
3 provid~ cookies or something, help thean with their mood, a

4 tittle sugar perhaps.
5 Well you have all been extremely patient and
6 participatory I might say and productive which I too would
7 not stint in my recognition of which I would not stint in
8 my recognition.
9 We have a comment?

10 Yes, Supervisor.
i i MR MEAcrmR: Is this the beginning of a
12 pot~tial S~lUeStering of this b~dy?
13 CHAIRMAN MADrGAN: Seqt~cering Of this
14 body, no.

~7 MR. MEA~ This is a test tonight to
18 sequester this body. I can see it. In January the
19 Governor is going to seque.scter us.
20 CHAIRMAN MADIGAN: Great.
21 All right. This has been -- thank you all very
22 much. We’ll see you tomorrow momillg at 8.’30.

23
24    (Vq’]zete~pe~a ~ BDAC Meeting ~ at 5;00 p.m.).

I SI’A’t~ OF CALIFO.gNIA

2 COLt/CrY OF SAN IOAQUI~

5 That on the 4ill day ot" November, 1997, ~"

7 ~ald Bay Delta Adviaory Council Meeting; that I thea’eaf~

9 computer-aided mamca’ipti~ the above and fc~-e~oing being

l0 a full, true and correct lr’am~ption thereof, and a full,

12

13

!5

16 Coumy of Saa Joaqu~ State of Cal~omia

17

18

19

20

21 * QUALITY CO~ TILa2qSCRII~ON

22 * t~3~.T.M..R & ~SSO(:IATE8 DEI~3St~ON¯ 211 Eag Weber Avetme
23 . ** Stodg~a, California 95202 *

(209 ) 462-337,7
24 *

¯ SUSAN PORTAL~ C~R NO. 4~95
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1 (All parties present, the following proceedings were had

2 at 8:30 a.m.)

3 --o0o--

4 MR. MADIGAN: Goodmorning and welcome to

5 day two of the November meeting of BDAC. We have a full

6 agenda, given the long and I hope productive

7 conversations of yesterday. We have some items that we

8 didn’t deal with yesterday and are on the agenda for the

9 first thing this morning and that means that today has a

i0 lot of work ahead of it yet. Let’s go ahead and get

Ii started with the first item on the agenda, which is the

12 development of alternatives and the emerging policy

13 trade-offs. And Lester you’re going to introduce this?

14 MR. SNOW: I will start this item. As we

15 discussed I think in our last meeting in September, what

16 we’re attempting to do, we formed an interagency

17 development team and group of interagency staff working

18 on these alternatives.

19 And basically their task is to look at the

20 twelve alternatives within the three different

21 approaches, the three categories of approaches, and try

22 to come up with the best performing hybrid in each of the

23 basic approaches.

24 Then after completing that, try to move on

25 to identify what is performing well, what is not

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 3

E--01 5727
H-015727



1 performing well and move in to a draft preferred

2 alternative.

3 So we have had that effort underway for

4 some time and we want to start off this morning with Rick

5 Woodard reporting on the deliberations of that group and

6 some of the observations they’ve made and some of the

7 issues that have been raised. Rick?

8 MR. WOODARD: Thank you, Lester. I would

9 like to mention that a number of the interagency

i0 development team members are here this morning to help me

ii take the blame -- I mean share the credit for the work

12 that’s been done.

13 And what I’m trying to do is to represent

14 the information that we’ve been able to pull together so

15 far, and this would reflect the results of our

16 deliberations as of close of business on Monday. So we

17 haven’t had a lot of time to organize the input, and I

18 may, it’s certainly possible, I would mischaracterise

19 some of this information. And if so, I’d appreciate the

20 IDT members helping me to straighten it out.

21 You may remember yesterday that Steve

22 showed us a diagram of the organizational structure for

23 the IDT that the IDT in general reports to management

24 team to you and to the policy group ultimately for the

25 decision making, and we’re the ones who are essentially

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 4
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1 trying to staff the effort to move toward a preferred 1 Among In our deliberations it’s come clear
2 alternative. 2 to us that the issue of fish screens, how to deal with
3 As all of us will recall in phase one we 3 fish, Is an extremely important aspect of the program and
4 identified three basic alternatives that were screened 4 one that will be reflected in some way or another
S down to twelve further ones. And we’re in the process 5 throughout the alternatives.
6 now, and that’s what the IDT is doing is trying to move 6 The questions on whether to screen, how to
7 from the twelve to three that take the best features of 7 screen, where to screen, are all extremely Important and

8 the elements of the other alternatives that have been 8 I think we’ll be able to talk to you a little bit more
9 evaluated. 9 later in this presentation about some of the thoughts

1Q be are presently right about at this stage t0 we’ve had on it.
11 and so that’s the thin9 I’ll be talking to you today 11 ALso in terms facility capacities, that
12 about. And obviously we will be Intending to move from 12 probat)ly is not a great shocker, but there are a number
13 here to being able to recommend a draft preferred 13 of issues having to do with intake capacities, isolated

14 alternative in the future and I have a slide showing the 14 facility capacities, storage capacities. And this is a
15 schedule that I’LL show in Just a moment. 15 particularly significant issue, and we’re going to try to
16 Note that the basis for moving toward the 16 talk about that in some detail. The storage capacities
17 so-called optimized or hybrid alternatives is the 17 both are significant issues with respect to surface and
18 distinguishing characteristics that have been presented 18 ground water.
19 In your backup. 19 Some of the generalized considerations of
2Q ge had Lots and Lots of time to ouLL this @0 the IDT that essentially apply we think to all the
21 thing together, practically hours. A~ you see at today’s 21 alternatives are that if the configuration of the delta
22 meeting we’Ll be talking to you about the development of 22 is changed, I think there’s a consensus on the IDT that
23 the alternatives and of the three alternatives and what 23 it’s likely that new delta standards would probably be
24 we’ve got done so fan on that. 24 required,
25 At the December BDAC meeting we’ll be able 25 And this is a very important thing because

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 5 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 7
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1 tO come back to you with a -- hopefully with a 1 it reflects into how you analYZe the alternatives. In
2 significantly more well-defined set of three alternatives 2 the absence of knowing for sure what the operat,ng
3 and then Later at the December management team and policy 3 criteria might exist under the implementation of an

4 group meetings we’ll be 9ping to them with the materials 4 alternative. It’s extremely difficult to identify the
5 from which a decision would be made. 5 benefits of the alternatives, particularly with regard to
6 So we will be duite busy and we’LL 6 batter supply benefits.

7 certainly be Interested in your comment on a quick 7 Again there seems to be a recognition that

8 turn-around basis on how we can do best with this. 8 if you change the configuration of the delta, standards
g I thought it would probably be most 9 would need change. There is SOme thought on what those

1~ instructive to Just sort of walk-through some of the 10 standards might Look Like. But certainly you can’t know
11 considerations, some of the deliberations, Some of how 11 that for sure until it’s done.
t2 the IDT’s been thinking about this problem. 12 So this is going to be a continuing
13 And we’re sort of trying to look at the 13 discussion within the IDT. and I’m sure within this group
14 alternatives In them as a bundle In terms of what they 14 and the Policy group.
15 would accomplish. And the IDT feels I think that the 15 Concerning operating criteria, if. order to
16 ecosystem, water quality, Levee rehabilitation, SupplY, 16 do our analytical work we’re 9pin9 to have to develop
17 reli abi lily, and assurance as components obviously all 17 some assumed operating criteria and the IDT is working on
18 have to be addressed in the preferred alternative. 18 that presently. And again these operating criteria will
19 That we also recognize that water use 19 be used in our analysis and are necessary to be able to
2e efficiency and water use transfers are are going to be a 2~ do our analyses. SO we’re working on those quite
21 critical element of a preferred alternative. And to that 21 intensively at the moment.
22 end we have put together a sub team of four or five IDT 22 As I had mentioned earlier, storage
23 members to do some intensive work on developing a fully 23 considerations are among we feel the most important and
24 adequate water use efficiency and water transfers 24 complex that need to be addressed in this process. I
25 component to go with the product. 25 thought we would Just walk-through some of the discussion

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2(39) 462-3377 6 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 8
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1 Or at least the topics that we’ve discussed on the lOT 1 have local disadvantages. Not necessarily one more tha~

2 and give you some idea of some of the essentially 2 the other. Right.

3 trade-offs that we’re talking ~bout. 3 rll~. ~OCE}ARD: Right. I don’t think we’re

4 We’ve tried e~}r’Lier to establish e r~ge 4 trying to place any value Judgem~nts on these. This is

5 of stor~Qe silos that would be appropriate to Include in 5 Just at the reflection of some of the discussion on the

6 this optimized alternative. It’s really very difficult 6 lOT, ~nd I don’t think we’re trying to suggest that these

7 we found to come up with a set of numbers based only on 7 are rm3re or Less important Considerations, but these are

8 technical factors at Le~st. And this problem extends to 8 conslderatio~s that we’ve spoken of.

9 all the alternatives. And some of those factors a~’e the 9 MS. NOTT(~F: When you go to Surface

1~ COntr{bution Of water use eff}ciency to SUpply, and we’ve le storage potential disadvantage presumably we’re going to

11 had e Little bit of talk about that in BDAC yesterdaY. 11 see there’s Local effects there, too.

12 Likewise, the contribution of water 12 i’lR. WOODN~D: Certainly the environmental

13 transfers which is consistent with the need to avoid 13 effects of surface storage which I discussed, I mentioned

14 significant redirected impacts, individual economics, 14 briefly in the previous slide, are a very significant

1S Im~aning that participants in storage projects wlll need 15 factor having to do with surface storage. [ think

16 to have that ~ake sense to them economically and that’s 16 typically the environmental i l~oacts associated with

17 something that we’re not really able to Predict, It will 17 surface storage are considerably more card, Lax than what

18 be quite an entity-spec)f)c decision to be made. 18 the -- for an equivalent 9round water project. ]]here

19 There will obviously be site-specific 19 certainly is that sort of balancing.

20 environmental impacts associated with actual storage ~0 ~. ~ADIGAN: ~antha.
21 proJects and of COUrSe there are many cost ~1 MS. DAVIS: I thinl~ it’s very important

~2 Considerations, ~2 for us at So~ point to get Into this assumptions and

~3 Other storage considerations that are we ~3 this discussion. I understand YOU’re trying to go over

~4 feel going to be important in the decis[on making process ~ so~ generalization here, but for exile, down in

25 E~’e 9round water versus surface storage. l]3ere are ~5 southern California. we’ve h~ a Lot of discussions about
PORTALE & ~SSOCIATES (~eg) 46~-3377 9 PO~TALE $ ASSOCIATES (~09) ~62-3377 11

~ PAGE 10 ~ PAGE 1~

I advantages and disadvantages of both. One primary 1 the advantages of ground water storage in terms of
2 advantage of ground water storage is that it can be n~JCh ~ reliability of water supply, it’s important to Southern

3 Less expensive than development of anY Sort of surface 3 California’s economic future.
4 water storage. ~ So as I’m looking at the SUmmary of points

5 A singular disadvantage is that it’s 5 and I realize it’s very cursory. I can see there are some

6 slower to operate ground water storage because you simply 6 gaps that I’d Like to make sure get addressed ~ we go

7 Can’t move the volumes as quickly ~ you can in a surface 7 into a deeoer discussion of some of these issues.

8 water environment so that it wilL by definition tend to 8 tlR. ~ADiG/~: Stu.
9 be Less responsive to water Supply and ecological needs. 9 ~. PYLE: I’m kind Of concerned about the

10 ~aybe you can have same timing problems with that. 10 item you showed on the previous slide regarding storage

11 There are potential other disadvantages 11 consideration and you had water use efficiency and

12 with ~{’ound water storage. However attractive it is 12 transfers ~ being important in sizing storage

13 there {s still the problem o~ potential local negative 13 considerations, and i would certainly like to see the

1~ effects such ~ local changes in ground water levels, 14 arithmetic on that,

15 And e)0perience h~ dictated to us that it’s really quite 15 it seems to me Just about next to
19 difficult to put ground water state,go projects together 16 irrelevant as to regard the water use efficiency and

17 bec~JSe of the o~nersh~P of the 8re~s ~d the control of 17 transfers when you come to Sizing starve. ~t see~ to

18 the waters generally in private hands. So it’s not a 18 me what we were seeing {n some of the discussion

19 real simple th{ng to put these kinds of proJects 19 yesterday that the pluses in storage, it’s just an
20 together. 2e additional water for the delta either for an
21 FIR. SE/~: in terms of ground water to ~I environmental use or For diversion come from storage that

22 Surface Storage, that’s what the comparison is, is ~ there’s very Little -- very Little water to be ga;r,ed

23 there’s tremendous negative effects Locally to surfape ~3 Inside the delta.

24 storage EES well. SO when YOU make the comparison, ~ou ~4 And if YOU’re talking about water use

25 say one Is mere than the other? { mean I think they both ~5 efficiency adding maybe a hundred and Fifty thous~qd acre
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1 feet to the whole equation and tf you’re Looking for 1 Water Conservation Coalition 1 think we called it.
2 let’s say a million or maybe three million acre feet of 2 So I think that calculation is lrmortant.

O 3 new water to serve uses now and in 13~e Future in 3 The one Stu Just went to though is: C~,ay then let’s Look

4 California how you can honestly sa~" that water use 4 at the value of storage in and of itself for efficient
5 efficiency and transfers, transfers ~hlch we haven’t even 5 use for a lot of different ourposes, including
6 Identified, are an important item in solving the st~r’~e. 6 envlr~onn~ntal restoration of flexibility and flows and we
7 It seems to ~e If you’re going for 7 need them. ~nd that evaluation or that analysis would be

8 storaoe, YOU’re golr~ For the maxtr~um of" economic storage 8 based on What is a economically Feasible site.

9 and these other uses are not going to cause you to Look 9 I t~ment the fact that and I supported
19 For Less storl~ge than you would otherwise have the 10 vigorously a Los Vicaros (phonetic) Reservoir being
11 capability to Look for. _ 11 constructed tn Centre Costa r~3unty at the sa~e time said
12 So I’d Like to see the arithmetic ~hy 12 is belr~ undersized and everybody’s going to tumble to

13 store~ae, why water use efficiency aT’~d transfers are 13 that eventuallY, and it is.
14 Ii~Portant considerations in sIzti~9 Storage. 14 So | don’t w~nt to u~derslze these things

15 tl~. ~JOOBf~l]: Stu, we’re stilL In the 15 for false reasons. That is storage. So the economic

16 process of trying to perrorr~ the aritJ’~q~etic, but I think 16 analysis I think I heard Stu ask for Mould be in, Portent.
17 the purpose of showing the slide previously w~s to tr), to 17 There’s a third one that I want to Paise a
18 indicate there’s realization on the Part of the IBT 18 question on and that is relatiol~sl31p to ground Water
19 meml3ers that the overall water supply has to be e mix of 19 banking, which is what llartha raised. The size of"

29 ground water conjunctive use of Mat.el: transfers, _~9 acqulfers is huge ComPared to what we get Out of any
21 potentially reduce demands to improve water use _~1 surface storage. I mean there a~-e several mt LLion acre

~ efficiency. _32 feet possibly.
;=3 So that 1 guess all ~;e’re trying to say is .~3 Vhat is important end I don’t quite

24 that we think the need for i~3ditional surface water _~4 understand is the relationsi~io between being able to

2S storage, as an ex’ar~Le, is going to ~ related to how .~S Capture arid hold water against the recharge great. And
PORTALE $ ASSOC I ATES (2BgL462- 3377 13 PORTALE $ ASSOC i ATES {2J39 i 462- 3377 15
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1 satisfactory these other parts of the progra~ can be 1 also the conveyance caPacity to~et to water b~s.
2 i~le~nted, 2 that 1oterrelationship I’d like to see done here. ~d
3 MR. M~l~: Sunne. 3 that goes to Byron.
4 ~. ~PE~: I have a Follow-up co~ent on 4 Last night he ~d I were debating ~LL how
5 Stu’s maybe ~estion to you ~d then ~other Co~t ~d 5 ~ch more Yield ~ storage could be derived or y~eld
6 then a question that will 5eQue to Byron who’s Qoing to 6 derived from ~ditional ~or~e. ~d we 5err of Just
7 be I thi~ next {n line. 7 briefly talked ~ou~ ~ound water b~ks. c~{tY. ~d

8 Part o~ what I hear Stu asking. ~d I B You rech~ge them ~d y~’ve 9ot truly a Lot or s~PLu~
9 think has come up In other dimensio~ with CalFed is to 9 water. You have to have 5o~ PlEa to store {L You

1Q h~ve ~me ~alysls ~d Eithmetic from a couple different 1~ have to have a convey~ce ~EilitY YOU can ~e uhen
11 perspectives. 11 you’re not usIn9 tt for other purposes.
1~ CLeELy the 5tor~e question ~s -- could 12 So that ~aLysls of where ue’ve got

13 be Looked at ~ith respect to our ho~ do ~e meet the 13 g~ound water b~s, chore ue’re got overdrafts, ~d
14 future demand5 oP needs uithin California, therefore, 14 ~eLationship or that to the ~o~ water b~ks ~ how

15 o~£5et ~e impacts, redirected fmDE~, i~ YOU wi LL, ~ 15 then might Loo~ at the o~epation of a s~ste~ ~d sterne
16 one or the solution principles. 16 ~d convey~ce related to that 1 ~hink ~ouLd ~ another
17 In that calculation, Looking at what ue 17 i~ort~t ~a[~5]5 to do.

~,. 18 proJect to be demands, it’s l~ortan~ to ~ok at how ~ch 18 ~ID~TIFI~: ~e { c~Ld ~ess
19 additional s~p[7 might be derived ~om erricienc~ 19 first question first end Stu’s quastio~ a~o a~ Let ~ou
~ metres and one that h~ not been qu~tified but we ~e ~no~ ~e Ee uor~ing on ~u[[tng all these rulers
~1 spent a uhoLe Lot of ti~ back in the e~L~ nineties ~I together, ~ater use efficiency n~ers, ~ate~ tr~sfers
~ doing w~ on rec~cLi~ reclamation. ~e n~ber I ~ guyots, storage, putting the~ all togeth~ in 8
~3 personaLLv use Is Eound 5evan hundred ~d rirtx acre ~3 co~rehensive water m~e~nt
~4 ~re Feet over t~ant7 7ears ~hich i~at ~e delivered to ~4 ~e e~ect I thin~ to be ~Le to shoe that
~5 the State Cater Control Bo~d on the~rk or ~e State ~5 ~{th ~ou at the next ~et and be ~[e to walk ~ou
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1 the different components of the strategy and what all 1 on ground water level and how Would you conjunctively

2 those elements contribute to overaLL watar supply, 2 manage, It’s not really an environmental effect but more

3 HS. McPEAK: BY December 12th? 3 of a Local water management effect where people with
~ UNIDENTIFIED: That’s our t~get, yeah. 4 local well feels that might be affected bY conjunctive

5 Admmittedly some of those are still ~olng to be 5 management.
6 preliminary, but I think It will give you a sense of the 6 rR. ~QODARD: That’s what I Intended to

7 gay we’re headed. 7 imply. Sometimes that Local effect can be perceived as
8 With respect to groun~ water, i guess we 8 well a~reaL.
9 could prepare a Little briefing paper that would describe 9 MR. BUCK: It’s a different negative

10 the recharge rates, the relationship to storage, and 10 effect than a storage negative effect.

11 generally It’s about one-fourth of the recharge of rate 11 MR. M/~DIGAN: Robecta and then Ann.
12 compared ground water to off-stream storage for instance. 12 Remember we have do have brea~, out sessions to talk about
13 Extraction Is an evelTKlnd of Lesser rate. 13 these things in more detail in smaller groups. Roberta.

1~ Becomes Problem with the rate you can bP~g ~atar ~Jt. 14 i%. Bt~-_,~JNOVO: ~ just ~anted to Lay out

15 So I think it’s orobabLy p~udant that we count on ground 15 generally that I know that CalFed is putting together
16 water storage to work conJL~CtlVeLY glth off-stream 16 this integration oanel which is trying to mold all of
17 storage mainly during drought and dry periods. So that’s 17 these different orograras, but it’s really Important that

18 the way we’re headed, but we can pr~pare a little mere in 18 that be laid out for us BDAC mer~ber so we can see the
19 the way of brleflng there. 19 assumptions on which they a{-e ma~lng that integration.
20 tlS. I’lcPEAK: Did I understand so lt’~ 20 For example, when we wore talking about
~1 essentially four times sLo~er to recharge than to put 21 surfEe sto~age, one of the cases that many of us have

22 water in, to pump it In to surface storage. 2.~ made ts preference for conjunctive use and water use

23 UNIDENTIFIED: Yes, a~ a general ruL~ of 23 efficiency first. And one OF those are the huge impacts
!2~ thumb. 2~ to the habitat5 there will alwaY5 be those impacts.

~5 rlS. IdcPEAK: Okay. ~5 That’s one of the assumptions we’re
PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (~0]9~-~62-3377 ~7 POI~TALE$ ASSOCIATES (~9} ~62-3377 19
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1 MR. I~ADIGN4: B~’on. 1 working under is the ERPP, it’s not mitigations that’s
2 MR. BUCK: Actually Wanted to talk about 2 one of" the corar~on prograBs. So ~en you eva~ate the
3 the ground ~ater Item First, but i ~[ll go b~k to the 3 h~itat that is taken ~ay by storage, is that bein~

4 comment that’s kind or on the t~Le. ~ I generally ~ree 4 mitigated over ~d ~ove ~d is that i~act being sho~n
5 ~{th Stu. ~re’s so ~ch unmet de~d out rhone, ~e’re S oven and ~ove the E~ I ~ for exile, i7 you
6 gOWn9 to have to do every~in@ ~e c~ in co~ervati~ ~d 6 sho~ your --
7 recl~atlon ~at’s sti LL not goi~ ~ ~t u5 ta the r~e 7 ~IDENTIFI~: ~t anger is y~.
8 ~here ~e d~’t have -- ~e have a little ~unt or u~et 8 ~S. B~OMO: Y~ are co~tin9 rot the
9 domed. 9 Local i~t and if you t~e 48,~0 acr~ ~t in t~e

1~ ~e 5tl LL have got a huge ~unt or u~et le stor~e you have a~ded ~e.~ acres on top or ~e ~ to
11 domed in L~ln9 at our nu~er5 y~erday ~hare as’re 11 mitigate for that3
12 producin9 maybe a BILLion acre feet of yield outside ~lth t£ ~ID~TIFI~: ~e haven’t 8otten tr.at
13 stoP~e ~d convey~ce. 13 specific ~ith it ~d ~e ~on’t until ee get to mitigation

I~ ~e’LL 5till have 5o~ unit dem~d. [ 1~ plus ~d alto-specific ~aLyst~. But in general ~e have
1S encourage us to 9o through that anaL~is, get those rough 15 added funding for the cost of the 5Lor~e facilities to
16 Rulers on the t~Le bec~se Just the 9po~th of ~hat 16 ECOURt fOP these kinds or L~d puPch~es ~d other

18 doing everything ue c~ ~d ~ePe’s ~t going to be ~Y 18 ~. B~OVO: Yet ~e’ LL see -- ~at’s
19 one single Process that’s going to ~t us ne~ to ~e~in9 19 ~hat I me~ ~out havi~ assumptions for the lnte&~ation
~ demands. ~e Let ~t, ~1LL ~e see ho~ that {~iR let ~ded o~ to the
~1 But b~k on the 9P~d ~ateP Issue, c~ 21
~ ~ put that overhe~ b~k uP, the one ~at sp~ned the 22 ~iDENTtFI~: Don’t kno~ the ~s,#eP
~3 first counts. I Just ~ted to CLEify. ~3 that question. ~e’LL have to think ~out that.
~4 Just to cLEify, the Local Regatlve 24 ~, ~ADiG~: ~n.
~5 affects, Ee You referring to Just ~L negative effects 25 ~. NO~: I ~hinK the bEk ~d forth

~TALE & ~tAT~ (~}~-3377 18 P~TALE $ ASS~IA~S {8~) 462-3377
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1 here about what unmet demand we have or what unmet demand I as we are moving along we’re trying to -- everybody Just

2 we don’t have right now Just underscores the need for 2 heard It, but nobody responded to say. "Yea. No. No. I
3 getting some of the numbers these guys are talktn~ about, 3 don’t think so. It’s totally out of the question."

4 and that it In fact ta premature to be talkir~ about how 4 At some point we’re going to have to maybe
5 some of these trade-offs until we have some of the 5 not exactly no~, but in this process be able to hear
6 numbers to really see. 6 those statements and do somethIr~ with them.
7 I think everybody has -- carries around 7 rl~. NADIGAN: Rick.
8 their own idea of what -- how much water we need to ring 8 i~, VOODARO: Further storage
9 out of the system, but we don’t have any come,on basis for 9 considerations. The IDT I think recognizes that the

1~ that now and we really need to establish that before we 10 storage requirements are or at least a potentially

11 can really move on to the trading -- trade-off 11 poslttve a~proach to determining storage requirements
12 discussion. 12 would be to try to size them based on the need for the

13 i~. rlADIGAN: Okay. Bob, 15 water to make the alternative work, which would include
14 IIR. rEACHER: Bob Ileac~er. Just a short 14 the flows you need. the ability, the caPa~ity of your
15 one. Some observations from us tha~L the storage 15 sYstem to move water through the delta and the need for

16 co~onent should provide for opportunities to construct 16 increased supply rellabt lily would be some of the
17 new storage that maximize total system reooeration, 17 elements of that kind of consideration.
18 opportunltias upstream and downstream, and size them 19 And the concept that storage would be

19 accordingly and also co.laments caLFed’s water transfers 19 identified to supplement water derived from water use
20 program and Includes both surface and ground water _~0 efficiency, water transfers, and ground water, and I
21 conjunctive use components and cut,sider the potential _~1 thir~ YOU have already talked a little bit about that.
22 benefits to northern California through north of delta _~2 You see these storage considerations go on
2~ storage in a northern California environment and the _~3 and on, and I think that reflects the Importance the IDT
2~i water supplies. _~4 has ascribed to these to storage ~ssuss as Part of the

25 i’IR. rlADIGAN: Okay. Thank you. Roberta. _~5 alternative.
PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2~9) ~i62-~77 21 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (~191 462-3377 2~

I 11S, BC~RGONOVO: I want to go back to I There’s recognition on the lOT that

2 another Issue and this may not be tbe~rl~ht time but ~ 2 opportunity for shying the stor~e benefits needs to be
3 I he~d ~e orientations of the CalFed staff ~e tal~ed 3 ~rovided to all the ma3or st~olders. Reco~ition of
4 ~t ~e f~t t~at ~e’re not -- the progr~ is no~ 4 t~ ~act t~at in-~elta or ne~ ~Ita stor~e provides

5 deslg~ed to meet the ~ater demands of California. ~d 5 i~diate access to flo~s In the delta. ~ co~ed to
6 when ~e c~e [nto the proQr~ ~e h~ as one or our 6 so~ other storage location.
7 objectives water supply rell~illty. 7 ~d ~e thi~ that ~ought may have
8 So to me there’s a d[~rerence between 8 i~ort~ce in the future. ~here it may be possible to
9 reLl~iLity ~d ~et~n9 dem~ds, ~d at some point I 9 angle ~n realti~ monit~ln9 ~d operation. So the

1~ think that’s one or those phi Losoph~cal questions I’d 1~ r~idi ty with which ~ou C~ uti l~ stor~e ~e think ~s a
11 like to see discussed, 11 consideration or Some i~ort~ce.
12 ~. H~IG~: Sunne. 12 Just recognition also that if you’re
13 ~. ~PE~: Rob, you obviously ~ere 13 compEe In or ne~ delta stor~e to off ~ueduct stor~e
14 citing a ~ell crafted Policy reco~datlon. 14 south of the delta you’re going to te~ to Qet higher
15 ~. ~C~: ~e J~t developed. My staff 15 yields rot a unit reservoir c~[ty than would be the
16 Just from what we s~ here. 16 c~e on the off aqueduc[ south ~ ~e delta. ~at would
17 ~. ~IG~: Quickly but effic}ently ~d 17 derive from the ~Ut~ to f~ll that fEilitY wh~le you
18 brlLll~tly. 18 Ee at tbe s~e tl~ e~ortin9. 0ther~ise, you’d have to

19 ~. ~PE~: I co~ you. I di~’t even 19 shEe e~ort c~EitY between r~voir ~d dem~d.
2~ see it beinQ done. 2~ ~. ~tG~: ~ay. ~estions? Byron.
21 ~. ~1~: ~tintingly. 21 ~, BUCK: Is the ~oup recognlzl~ t~
~ ~. ~PE~: ~s[int[~ly. But I ~nt~ 22 difficulty or moving eater off quickly off in-delta
23 to ~no~ Just note that ~d suggest that’s t~ kind of 23 st~age? ! ~ as~min9 Islands For outflow needs bec~se
24 ma~e state~nt or policy reco~ndation that could get ~4 YOU have to Pu~ it rather than releasing it in L~ge
25 so~ further dlscu~ion into the small groups, ~d that 25 volu~s for reservoir. ~d additionally ~e you [ooki~

PORTALE & ASS~IAT~ (2~9J ~62-3377 . ~ ~A~ & ASSOCIATES (~) 4~-3377 24
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1 at the pFobleB5 with water quality obviously ~ith ~he 1 f~t~ tn o~ considerat~ons ~e you have a nu~er of

2 delta 5torte. 2 screen e~ert~ co~ tn ~d talk to us ~out ~e various
3 ~. W~D: Y~. ~t is one l~e 1’ Ll 3 best waYS of doing thln~.

~ mention a Little bit ~re Later. SO~ of the potential ~ Based on that, we’ve decide~ that It
5 downsIdes to in-delta storage Would be that YOU would 5 probably does make sense to CO~SoLJd~te the screen system
8 in.dated v~Lu~Le ~gricuLturaL L~d, that there would be 6 for the S~P ~d C~. ~ere 5eel-to be sJQniric~t
7 a Potential c~sIn9 water quality ProbLe~ ~d probably a 7 erficIencies Located or ~sociat~ ~ith choking a single

8 signific~t potential. ~ose probLe~ would relate ta 8 place to do that. ~d Little i[ any 8s the fisher~

9 o~ic cEbon. 9 people tell us In value In havi~ separate screen

le Po~sJbLy nuis~ 8Lg~ bLoo~ which would le loc~tJons for these State ~d federal projects.

11 ~ ~ nuisance with respect to municipal suppliers, not 11 So that is So~thin9 that I ~ink we

12 nece~sEl LY f~ ecoL~JcaL Interests. 12 pretty ~eLL noshed co~n~ on that it ~re th~ LJ~eLy

13 ~e recognition that In-delta storage per 13 makes sense ~d it would produce economic erficJer~cJes,

1~ Se ~ouLd result in ~ relatively small volume of ~ater For 1~ too. ~e believe.
15 the peri~ter that you’d have to c~ruct in ~ -- ~ d~ 15 ALso ~other thing we’ve pretty ~eLL 1

16 for. 16 thi~k ~reed upon is that it would m~e a Lot of sense to

17 But other ~ those~onsider~tions. ~e 17 have a low head pump facility Located behind the screen.

18 feel that whether such stor~e w~ l~8ted in delta ~ 18 in this c~e ~he screens ~ouLd be ~ved to the head or
lg nee delta, the ability to operate i[~ould be similar, lg CLifton Co~t and you’d have ~ L~ head pump~ behind the

2~ Before -- we’re Qoi~_to st~ gettJ~ in ~e screens ~d the ~v~t~e of that would be that it would
21 nOW to what we talked ~out ~out ~e alternatives ~I en~le you to operate the screener higher efficiency

22 themselves. Before I do that I ~ted to Just remind ~22 t~ough tidal cycles which Is no~ ~ problem with tide

23 everyone that wh~t we’ve been centering on prlmEl ly ~e ~3 stages.

2~ stor~e ~d convey~ features ~Lo~ ~Jth operatJonal ~ So ~e think that ~{s type of ~ree~

25 feature. ~5 Facility ~ouLd be overall beneficial ~d ~at 1 think Is

P~T~ & ~SOCIA~S (~9] ~62-3377 25 P~TA~ & ASS~IAT~ (2~) 482-3377
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1 That’s been the main topic of discussion. 1 consistent with the screen committee that CalFed
2 The alternatives as they are ultimately fleshed out of 2 commissioned to provide specific expertise on this.
3 wi LL Include additional elements such as assurance 3 ~/e would with this alternative feature an
4 package, a Finance package, that will have components in 4 operable fish barrier at the head of Old River -- I’m

S it that we are not addressing at this stage. ~Jetershed 5 sorry at OLd River at Saf~ Joa~Jin River. /~qd operable

6 mE~aagement feature and Some others. 6 flow control barriers at roughly these Locations in the

7 So I’m trying to mention that what we’re 7 delta to help with stage water Levels in the south delta.

8 putting out he~’e is not intended to 8~3pear Like the fully 8 Store~ge. we’re still working on that as

9 fLe2shed Out alternatives, but Only tJ3~reoresent what 9 we’ve gone through that Lengthy explanation Of all the

1{~ we’ve gotten done So fan. 1{~ COnSiderations. ~Je’re Still Working oR storable for this

11 The lOT alternative as it’s shaping UP is 1! and the other alternatives so we don’t have ~YthJRg

12 b~ed on 1C which ~ou’LL recall w~ ~ltten up in the 12 settled oR Fully yet.
13 BLtepnativ~ report, t ~{LL t~ ~Q ~ ~ou t~. 13 The -- if you’LL r~caLL the So-called

14 This is going to be ~ interesting e~rcJse Fop So~o~ 14 co~n ppog~, We’re ~vi~ ag~ ~oB that bec~

15 who C~’t chew 9u~ ~d think si~Lt~eousLy. I’~ BL~eady 15 ~e’pe 9o{R9 to be having a single alternative that won’t
16 off to ~ 9peat 5tEt here. 16 have CO.OR ~ything. But the difference we’re S~lng

17 ALternative nu~ep one Would be based on 17 ~ith the ecos~teB restoration ~tupes. and IF i’ve

18 1C. It would [eatupe ~ i~teptie o~ the state water 18 ~isstated that DIck I want you to Ju~ in oR it. is ~ I
lg project ~d Central Valley ProJect at CLifto~ Court. A 19 undepst~d it we ~ere talking ~t relocating h~(tBt
2g 15,~ CfS screen i~t~e at CLIFton ~upt, which ~ we’re £g restoration fpo~ the south delta to the north ~d W~t

21 now Looking Bt it Would co~soLidBte the state WBte~ £1 delta, ~d I believe that that w~Ld ~Ise From the f~t

2~ project ~d ~ screen facility ~d tht~e Facility. ~2 that continuing to operate in the south delta would tend

23 ~ight digr~s Just briefly [o ta~ a ~3 to reduce the benefits of h~itat in that ~ea. So there
24 little bit ~out screens. ~ I ~Rtioned eELier tn ~ 24 w~ld be ~ emoh~is on ~vin~ that h~itat ~ey.
25 of these e~ly slides, screens h~ been ~ import~t £S ~ water quality, ~e would -- bec~e

P~TALE & ASS~IATES (2~) ~62-3377 26 ~RTALE & ~S~IATES (209) ~62-3377 ~
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1 we’re continuing to use the existing export Location we 1 should go with screens.

2 feel that It would be necessary to ~ut increased emphasis 2 For purposes of our Initial evaluation

3 on control of organic o~rbon disch~T’ges from delta 3 we’re assuming 10,Q{3e cfs screen but -- our caoacity, but

4 Islands. And there are no real sig~qlficant differences 4 we wilt be working on both sides of that figure.

5 with the Levee actions as compared to the common 5 FIR. SPEAR: Will you show us the picture.

6 program~. 6 i~R. ~JOOD~R~3: I’m sorry. I told you I

7 ~te’ve had some considerations relative to 7 would not likely be able to do this right, Thank you. I

8 each of the alternatlves themselves, and with thia 8 aPpreciate It.

9 alternative I think there’s been e c~qsenaus on the IDT 9 Where were we? The screened Intake on the

10 that fish entrainment and adverse flow conditions are the 10 Sacramento up here, a constructed channel Which would

11 l~rgeet Probleme that need to be addressed with thls 11 llnk the Sacramento to the rlokulmne, and mlght mention

12 alternative. 12 here that the thought of" the constructed channel has to

13 That the ability to ~t~i ft pumping while 13 do with the ecological sensitivity that would be a

I~i maintaining exports Is the prlmary optimizing feature I/~ problem In Snodgrass Slough were the facility to ru~ do~

1S that could be en~loYed with ~uch ar~aLternatlve. IS that natural cha~nel, So I think there’s coIlectlve

16 I think that’s important because wl th this 16 agreement on the 10T that there should be a constructed

17 alternative you’re not really -- yolk’re going to wind up 17 channel With this alternative.

18 havlng to shut the pumps down durir~ certain times of 18 ~e are looking at levee setbacks and

19 ecological sensltivlty and the need to be ~ble to operate 19 channel enlargements on the north fork of the llokelumne

20 insplte or that necesslty Is I thln~ the critical problem 20 with associated h~itat improvements.

21 that you need to try to solve. ~I A screened Int~e at the head of Clifton

22 We needed to point out that Fish salvage 22 Court. As I mentioned earlier, ~e would recommend
23 and trucking which Is currently goil3Q on would have to be 23 consolidation of the S~IP and CUP facilities. And for the

24 continued under this alternative, and that certainly has 24 purpose or our initial evaluations anyway, we’re

25 some negative aspects. 25 centering on 15,{~ ors facility, but again we will be

PORTALE $ ASSOCIATES (209} 462-3377 29 PORTALE t, ASSOCIATES (2~9) 462-3377 31
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ALso the Intertle with CVP and the S~P 1 analyzing on both sides that of nur~3er.
would tend to improve CVP quality ~me~hat and reduce SVP 2 ~e ~ould see again the intertie between
quality ~what. ~r modeling indicates ~ ~ight be 3 the SgP and C~. operable ~ belier on OLd River ~t

Looking on the o~deF of t~eQty p~ts per mlLLIo~ or ~ S~ Jo~uin River, ~d ope~le ~low control b~rlePs o~
soBethlng Like that. I ~ouLdn’t L{~you to hold me to 5 those other Locations.
that but it will center -- it will be in that general 6 Stor~e. ~ I say~’re still wGrKing on

vicinity So,where. 7 that. ~e ecosYsteB Features thBt ~ight be somewhat

Not 8 huge difference. But again we were 8 different w~th this alternative ~uld include h~itBt
talking yesterday the Fact that in Sout~rn California 9 restoration Located WeSt of the b~rier~, ~omewhBt
pEticuL~Ly where they blend their ~pplles. ~y 1e limited habitat i~rove~nt 81o~g the north ~opk of the
incpe~e In ~S beco~s o~ ~me degree of co~cepn to 11 ~kelume t~in9 JR Eco~t this i5 B major water SuPply
them. So it’s a potenti~L ~ncerR~ 12 COnduit ~d it might be somewhat Le~ Suit~Le for great

~ you recall From ~e slide I presented 13 h~itat inyest~nt thB~ other lo~tions. ~en shallow

yesterday with alternative ~u~ep ~e, we’re ~ot seei~ 1~ water h~itet located 8[on9 the South fork of the
overall SaLInltles change signlrJc~t in the delta. ~ 15 ~okelu~e. that would be emphasized with this
it does not have a ~lghlric~t ~ate~ QuaLItY i~rove~nt 16 alternative.
~sociated with it. 17 ~e Features of t~is alternative that

~ovin~ ~ to what We have SO r~ ~tth 18 ~ould be different ~ith respect to water quality- ~uLd

alternative t~o, It would be based ~ 2B as prevl~sLy 19 tend to be ~ain ~ increased e~h~is on organic c~bon

published. ~e see B screened int~e on the S~rBmento 2~ con~oL J~ the delta ~i51n9 ~rom the rEt that Y~’re
River. ~d by the WaY we did dlEu~ whether it w~ 21 Still CgRtJ~uJ~9 to e~ort ~ou~ that EeB.
really JBPOrtBnt and ~ecess~y to ~en on ~ 2~ With this ~e we’re thinking o~ a need to

SEPa~nto River. 23 rel~ate the ~nicipal lnt~e~ possibly of the north bay

~d the c~cLusi~ b~ed on the screen 2~ ~ueduct. You recall yesterday ~ Said that with respect
co~ittees r~o~endBt{on to the {~T is that ye~, ~e 25 to sBLi~it~ Rorth b~Y h~ not been i~roved. ALsc they
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1 have organic carbon probLem~ and si~l~ic~t ones. 1 ~ater quality probLe~ for the ~ban use. If you

2 So to bring some [~ement to theB there 2 ~me reLatlveLv [ne~ensive ~ures ~ Co~Eed to
3 would be a need to consider relocation o[ their int~e. 3 building an isolated c~al.

4 ALso Contra Costa ~ater District would Po~ibly be ~ There’s bromide ~ we discusses ts the
5 cons{dared f~ relocation although that Bay not at all be 5 primly probLe~ relative to ~e ~ater treat~nt ~d that

6 necessEy. ~d the City o~ TrEY l~other ~ntcipal 6 bromide comes ~ro~ the ocean. ~at’s co~inQ down the

7 ~ency that ~hose ~ater supply int~e could ~tentiaLly 7 Jo~uin R~ver no~ ~lglnated froB the oce~ in the First

8 be I~Poved SO ~e’LL be ~ttn9 to t~e a iook at that 8 Blue and ~ould be taken c~e or after a ~hiLe if you
9 p~ibiLIty ~t Least. 9 reduce the ~unt of that you e~rt.

1~ ~e Levee reh~i Litation features ~ouLd le ~d So i~ you could reduce the ext~t

11 include setback Levees ~d ~loodlnQ o~ HcCormack 11 ~hich the Pete IsL~d5 Ee ~ept with the CrOSs rLo~ and

12 gllli~on Tract which i~r~ t~lood~ay ~s~tiaLly. 12 Keep that cross rto~ f~ther from the western delta it

13 ~ic. 13 see~ to ~ y~ could do ~ite a bit to help the

1~ ~R. H~SELTIE: Is ~ere a stor~e 1~ quality problem.

15 component to t~t FLorin9 of that ~act? ~e you t~ing 1S ~iD~TIFI~: ALex, there ~e some
16 ~ stor~e credit For that or i5 that purely fop the 16 considerations the~e that have ~d of guided OUr

17 flow dynamics? ~7 alternative. HainLy revolve aro~d h~ltat ~d ~JsherJes

18 ~. ~D: J think we’re not taking a 18 issues.

19 sto~e credit for it. ~e’re not. 19 ~e general consehsus ~on9 bloL~ists

20 ~. ~SELTIE: ~a7. I W~ goi~ to ~e that where you have a convey~ ch~eL, that that’s not

21 Follow up with a questJo~ that thane have been ~merous ~1 good h~J~at, no~ goad PeEJh9 ~ea ~0~ Fisheries ~d

22 studies do~e In enlarging PEdee R~voJr. Is that ~2 ought to constrain our c~vey~ce to the sBaLLest nurser

23 bein~ considered ~ a additional Stooge oDtiOn? If ~3 or ch~neLs ~e C~. So that kind of reaction ~ouLd I
24 YOU -- since ~e’Pe now I~roviR~ f~w chBr~teristics on ~ think Le~ us to single ch~eL i~stead of moving

25 the HokeLu~ne ~5 ~dJtlonaL water into the north fork FoP lnst~ce.

~TA~ & ASS~IA~ (2~) 462-3377 ~ ~TALE & ASS~IA~ (~) ~62-3377

~ PAGE 3~i l PAGI~ :36

1 LiNIDE~iTIFIF_D: rlaybe [ c~ 5pe~ to that 1 ~. HILDEBR~D: I don’t quite underst~d

2 ~iC. ~sent{aLly on the ~looded mCorm~k ~llli~on 2 ~het YOU’re SBYIqO there. Because if you say ~ don’t

3 Tract {s e fLo~ COn~ol issue nee~ to be dealt ~ith {r 3 ~ to have a lot of ~low throu~ the h~itat ch~eL

~ you’re going to try to build a t~ou~ delta s~te~. 4 that you’re making o~ the north fork you ought to benefit

S ~e’re not t~n9 ~y stor~e or buildtng 5 it by putting ~re ~ater down the south fork.

6 ~y stor~e co~onent in that, silly flood control. B ~IDENTIFIE~: i ~Jnk ~e observat~on’s

7 ~e’LL have to roLLo~ Up on the PEdee ~tudies ~d se~ 7 Just ~he opposite. ~e’~e ~rM~n9 to ~in~ain the

8 ~he~her that ~Ld i~act the ~ay w~ouLd ~dress 8 co,reMote fLo~, in a centra[l~d Choral. ~e pr@tty

9 ~CoFB~k ~iL[lamso~ but By, I ~ess~rr the top guess 9 ~ch ~rtte orr [he habit8~ in that choral. If ue Bored
1~ ~OU[d Prob~LY be ~ou[d not. le it into additiona[ channels then ~e have ~dltlonaL
11 ~. ~SELTIE: ~. 11 i~Et on h~itat and the situati~ fop fisheries

12 ~. ~t~: ALex. 12 declines.
13 ~. HILD~R~D: ] ~i~k on this 13 ~. HILDEBR~D: ~eLL I Still think YOU
1~ alternative, have You COnSidered putting i~oPer~Le f[o~ 14 have to baL~ce tha~ ~{th 8 question of maki~ [his Lhln9

15 constrictor~ to force ~re or the c~ fLo~ ~rom the 15 ~ork f~ [he e~or[ ~a[er quality. There is £0[~ to be

16 north to the south to 9o do~n t~ou~ the Sou~ fork of 16 s~e tr~e-o~f thee.

17 the NokeLu~e ~d stay [o~Ed the e~t so you s~eep Less 17 ~. ~IG~: FoLLo~-up.

18 of the delta ~i th ~e cross ~Lou and ~hereby pick up 18 ~. B~K: I unders[~d the concerc or
19 fe~er hydrocarbons and Less b~oBide? 19 ConveyEe chorals a~d habitat the ~a7 they’re currently

2~ ~. ~0~: ~at ~0uLd be ~ prob~Le ~ figured, but ir ~e have ~ider Ch~neLs ~ith much SLo~er

21 outco~. 21 velocity does [hat concern remain the s~? Froe a

~ ~. HI~R~D: See~ to Be that ~e need 22 fisheries perspective?

23 before ~e choose ~on9 these th£ee 8Lt~netives to 23 ~IDENTIFI~: I ~ink the concern
24 optiBi~ each ~e ~d that there’s ~ Considerable 2~ reduced bu~ it Still re~alns tha~ ~e reaLL~ c~’t ~t ~his
25 potential prob~Ly {n ~ls alternative to reduce ~ 25 point rely on those ch~eLs for fisheries benefit.
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1 our ad~tive m~e~nt proor~ may Find down the line 1 with the cross Flow and mcK up ~ss bpooide ~d Less

2 there are some benefits, but at this point the best 2 oroantc c~bon.
3 biological opinion I ouess is that we can’t really count 3 #~d Just for inst~ce I said if YOU Kept

4 on that, 4 it -- m~e the cross flow co~ t~geLY thro~h the south
5 ~. B~K: ~othen ~8stion. ~is may be 5 Fork of the ~KeL~e ~ on acr~ keeping It towed the
6 Ju~in9 ~ead. ~w much have you to~ed at the salon 6 e~t side of the delta, You would improve It I think
7 straying Issues ~d probLe~ with ~keLu~e return sawn 7 significantly,
8 with this alternative In bringing ~ water From the 8 ~d the Question
9 S~r~nto River Into the ~okeL~e system ~ ef£ecti~ 9 edit the h~Itat pt~ to 9o with It ~ that you still

1~ efforts to restore salmon ru~ UPs~e~ on the ~ketumne. 18 t~e c~e of the h~{tat obJectives but i~rove the water
11 ~. ~0~: ~at ~rtainty h~ been 11 Quality for e~orts at the s~e
12 talked ~out, but I think perh~s Dlck might be the best 12 ~. D~IELS: In the cost b~ef[t ~orked
13 person to discuss it. If you he~d ~e Question. Dick. 13 out you c~td probably create simIL~ habitat to ~hat

14 ~. ~IG~: Dick. 1~ already exists ~ the ~uth ror~ or ~e ~oke~e aLo~

15 ~. D~IEL: It cer~[nW Is ~ iss~ of 15 the north fork.
16 concern, however when we Look at it, the relative vot~e 16 Fr~kty it would be an enor~us chaLL~e.

17 of S~r~nto ~ater encountered by ~ketu~e River rl~ 17 The north fork h~ been very beavlW modified ~d h~
18 remains ~e same, It’s Just enc~d at a dif~erent 18 very minimal existing h~[tat benefits.
19 Location. Bec~se of the cross choral, bec~se or [~ 19 Further~re, righ~ Ro~ We Kno~ ~t the

£B InfLu~ce of Beorgt~a S~gh, and because ~e sl~ of ~8 end~gered delta s~tt seems [o center It’s population
21 the facilities re~ln the s~, the ~unt e~ort pemalns ~1 ~urin9 certain FLow s~tuation5 In the south Fork o£ ~e
~2 the s~e. ~ ~ketu~e. Cow--lively spe~ina, the south Fork of the

23 But it is ~ unKnoun. East BaY ~ has ~3 ~ketu~e is a very tu~ risherl~ h~itat r~t now ~d
£4 been doing a Lot of fairly sophisticated radio tracking ~4 Lends Itself ~ery e~iLy to ~di~na[ enh~ce~nt.
2S work with Juveni Le salmon tn that ~a. I think It’s at ~5 The north fork h~ been heavl
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I worst a pushi~, at best an i~orov~nt because or the 1 cha~neLized, the Levees of rip-rap. Tl~ere is next to no
2 habitat that we’re talking about creating along -- 2 water site habitat Left.
3 enhancing along the 50uth Fork sh~ld m~e for better 3 That’s the basic environ~ntal theory

4 migratory corridor For the adults ~ much better 4 behind it. YOU got one that Looks it prett~ d~n good
S minatory corridor For the Juvenile. 5 ~d ~e that looks terrible, lr you’re ooI~ to ~
6 So that o~e of the i~es we have to [~ 6 Ch~ltzin9 one and moving ~re ~ater throu~ it, Let’s

7 at ~d Ee continuing to Look at, but fr~kLy i’m not 7 t~e the ORe that doe~’t Lo~ verY
8 ~re W~ c~ r~oLve the issue {R the absence of ~ hoist 8 RI~T ~E; From ~ Cost point of view, the
9 to ~d field study ~d then by ~e~u’v8 m~e a 9 alternative is to ~hieve what y~’re trying to do From

1B co~itt~nt ~d you’re aLL done. 18 e~orter’5 point of view by ~ {~Lated ~iLity, ~d
11 But by ~d LE9e the ~neraL ~su~ti~ [s 11 that i~’t go~e to be cheap. So If this c~ts ~y to
12 that they’ve been doing fB{rly well historically with 12 fix this, m~e this better, ~ think it ought to be
13 that same VO~me of water coming ~ro~s, ~i5 wBter ~IlL 13 expired before you say, "VeLL, It’s too e~ive to fix
1~ be such Lower Velocity ~d there will be the ~itio~BL 14 this, SO ~’l[ do something ~ore e~e~sive."

1S h~itat benefits ~soclated with it. 15 ~, D~IELS: I don’t dis~ree with
16 ~. HI~R~O: I’d~i~e to ~e some~e 16 Alex, ~d I can’t offer YOU ~Y kind of technical opini~
17 else so the potential for doing ~he kind of thing I’~ 17 ~out the differeRce iq salinity or bromides that would
18 taLki~ ~out with appropriate ch~e~ in the h~t pl~ t8 h~peR by routing one way or the ~other,
19 to ~ ~tth It. ._ 19 ~. HI~R~D: [’m Just ~kin~ it be
2~ ~. D~I~: 1’~ sorry I w~ out of the 2e expired.
21 roo~ ~d didn’t he~ ~hat YOU were ~{~ ~out. 21 ~, B~K: It ~lQht be Looking at it from
22 ~, HI~R~D: I’m talking ~out 22 a water ~Blity ~deLlRg perspective First ~Fore the~
23 1E~rovi~ this through delta ~[~ rr~ the st~olnt of 23 lo~ing at the biological ode. If you can Look ~t it
24 e~rt water quality bY using oper~Le FLow restpict~ 24 with e wider ChOral, how ~ch ~nefit might ~e get in
25 to guide the Cross FLow so y~ Sweep less of the delta 25 ~o~{des ~d or~{c5 by doing It which would then if
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1 i~ a l~ge benefits, sImIL~ to ~ I~olated r~tlltY tt 1 Levee st~ilttY uncertainties, were such that we really

2 ml~t then Just by lookin9 into It on a biological b~{s 2 would Feel very uncomf~t~Le seelnQ this alternative

3 ~ ~ell. 3 forward bec~se we thl~ you Would have m~e an

~ ~. D~IE~: Fr~KLy I didn’t have to ~un 4 irretplev~Le committ~nt of resource ~d if it turned

5 ~ bodeLs I Just had to ~n 8 boat. 5 out to have serious problem, that ~ouLd be ~ very

6 HR. ~CK: I’B ~ki~9 his to do ~deLs, 6 seri~s situ~t~o~, ~ ~e’re l~tendln~ to reco~end to
7 Dick.. 7 the PoLic~ ~uD that ~E spectflcaLL~ not be included.

8 ~. g00D~: ge ~e In the proce~ or 8 Also ~ 1 ~ntloned briefly earlier,

Q doing ~delin~ Qn oFg~ic cEbo~. In fact. we have very 9 ~e ~o~Kin9 fntensiveLy on developing opeF~ting

1~ preLiB]~Ey r~uLts, but I thou~ty they were too le supposed operating crlte~ta top ~ese rE~litY So that

11 preLiBinEy to preset here. 11 c~ do the analytical work ~d Feline the numbers.

12 In general, I thi~ the system ~ 12 ~. ~IG~: ~ ~e~ Richard.
13 conflQ~ed no~ might @lYe you -- you reme~er ~e ~ere 13 ~ ONE:

15 ~S at the e~ort Points ~{th this ~[ter~at{ve. ~t 15 alternative one ~u ~nt{oned the ~eed to truc~ 58Lv~ed

16 Bight Rot -- that Bight be 8 reasonable e~ectet{o~ Fop 16 Fish, 8[[ that. Don’t ~ou have ~e 5~
17 ho~ It ~ouLd perror~ ~lth o~ic ~bon. Something -- 17 here?

18 It ~ouLd be on the order of 8 fe~ Percentage l~ove~nt. 18 ~. ~D~: Yes. In the Southern delta
19 ~. B~K: Just to ~ clear, the point 19 ~ou ~ouLd.
2~ ~ouLd be if it C~ more down the South fork ~ouLd that ~O ~. IZ~IRI~: At the vor7 beoinnl~
21 be a ~eot benefit or Just m~oinaL benerlt ~d that ~1 7our presentation ~ou taL~ed ~ the possible need to

22 oloht lead us J~to tPTi~ to deal ~Jth biological i~ues. ~2 ch~oe delta st~d~ds. C~ 7ou e~L8JR that ~ith ~eoEd
23 ~. ~0~; ALex ~e do -- ~3 to the three alternatives. ~ t~ouoh that.
2~ ~IDENTIFI~: ~e c~8dd that I think to 24 HR. g0~: ~eLL 1 don’t thi~

25 the studies ~e’~e doing o~ ~o~ic ~bo~5 ~d look 8t 25 prepared to do that bec~se o~ ~[~bePati~s on the
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1 that concept. 1 operating criteria -- by the way we’re not really

2 HR. ~/O[~]~,R[}: {]kay. I’m talklnQ ~out 2 referring to the~ as st~dEds bec~se we’re not sure
3 some of the CO~idepations that the ~T has discussed, 3 these would be manifested in ter~ of st~dEds. There
4 We think It’s neces5~ to reaU~ ~at the facility up 4 would be potentially ~ree~nts, operating ~Peement5

S here would P~esent ppobLe~ For fish migratJ~ upstpe~, 5 some t~pe,

6 that also F{~ will ~ti~e to be diverted down 6 LET ~: Cyst cyst

7 ~op~l~a S~h In the central dell. ~d that’s one or 7 ~, IZ~IRI~: You’re not ta~ln9

8 the kind of things we ~e tPYtn9 to minimize. 8 delta st~dapd ~ou’re talking ~out operating ~Peements?

9 The setback Levees ~envisloned for the 9 ~. ~ARD: Essentially. Some of that

1B ~okeLu~e Would p~vide Impopt~t f~od control benefits 1~ could ~ out as 5t~dards, we don’t kno~. Ve’re
11 ~d ~at ~ouLd not be Ignored in ~ thought process. 11 train9 to de~ine ~ operational ~enEIo irrespective of

I~ ALso ~aln ~Ith SOP ~d CVP fntertie there 1~ what the st~d~ds would Look Like. ~w should it be
13 would be ~o~ gain In quality fop the C~ ~d some Lo~ 13 operated to m~e the alternative Work best. ~at’s what
14 in ~atltY fop the ~P. 14 the IDT i5 Intensively involved In now. ~d I don’t

15 ~e Pald reticular attention to ~E, I 15 think ~e’pe really ~e~y to -- [ don’t we’ve got an~thin9

16 thou~t it ~outd be wopth~hite to ~Ee our t~ughts ~ 16 well enough gelled to really present at this point.

17 this one spec~flcaLLy. ~is B£ternBtive would have. if 17 ~. ~IG~:
18 some of ~ou w~td recall, ~ouLd have ~Looded a m~or 18 ~. ~cE~; ~i th re~ect to

19 nu~ of L~ds going down through ~tpat delta 19 SLides ago the t~t presentation ~ fisheples, the

~B produci~ very wide suath of water that would then be a ~0 difficulties on mlgratl~ fop alternative two. Ee those
21 Conduit fop water t~ough delta. ~ ~1 observations that the staff h~ developed in compEison

~ ~e IDT felt that this alternative. ~ to alternative one ~d alternative three ~ to the
~3 bec~se it Is a vep~ L~e scale ch~e or the physical ~3 ppesent cipcu~t~ce? Tell ~, t~ fi~ have difficulty

24 system that the uncertainties ~socIB~ed with it in ter~ ~4 in co~Elson to toda~ in co.Elan to alternative one?
~5 of bioLo~lcaL unceptaintle~ watep ~atlty uncertainties, ~5 ALternative three? Both?

~TA~ & ASS~IA~ (~B9~6~-3377 4~ ~RTALE $ ~S~IATES ~09) 462-3377

E--01 5738
E-015738



BDAC - NOVEtlBER 5, 1997
~ P/~3E 45 SFEET 12 ~ PAGE 47

I I~R. ~OODARD: It ~outd be in co~ar~son to I ~soLat~on OeaLs ~th a Lot of those

2 today. Have I got that right 9uys? Certainly with 2 prob~ms. ~e degree to which Y~ keep the fish tn the

~ 3 respect to alternative ORe. 3 S~p~nto -- From the SEp~ento River in the Sacp~nto

~ ~. ~P~: CertBlR[~ with re~pect to ~ River Is very beneficial. ~e de~ee o~ isoLBtion would

S one. ~d you’re contentlo~ Is ~o with respect to 5 also affect the ~unt of ~ JoBquin watep e~opted by

6 alternative three? But not over t~a~ t would think. 6 the pu~s from some fp~tion 5im! Lap to what it is now to

7 HR. gO~: 1 may ~ need some help fpo~ 7 ~eapLy zepo as You ~ve up i~ VOLUmeS of degree of

8 pup fisheries e~ept~ on this tht~. But I don’t thi~ I 8 isolation.
8 made that cont~tion necessarILy. 9 ALL of those factors come togethe~

1B ~. ~PEAK: ~at’s what I’~ tPYin9 to get 1~ different PLB~. It’5 also true IF You h~ ~ Isolated
11 cLEI~icBtion on. 11 Facility ~ou might think about sizing it to match up with

1~ ~. W~: Is ther~ so,one rpom the 1~ the demand fop e~opt water From ~e delta dur[~

13 fish ~d wildlife Service? ~ 13 Critical peri~ and then reserve ~he untsoLBted portion

14 HR. H~IG~: Dick. W~uLd you Like to have 14 of t~ expopt For Later o~ in the Surf Fop e~mpLe when

15 a t~? 15 there’s Less co~cer~

16 ~. D~IELS: I’m ~ot 5upe I’ve c~ght all 16 You Would also Do~ntiaLL~ have the
17 of the question. 17 ~iLity again with South of the

18 ~. ~PE~: ~ BL~B~ ~k YOU co, fustY9 1B Some water ~d Bt the discretion of the fishefi~
19 questions right, Dick? At Le~t You ~hlnk so. 19 m~ageps reduce e~ort5 based on peaLtl~ ~nltorin9 ~d

20 ~. D~IE~: Alternative one Is the 20 events that h~pen in the s~stem that ~en’t previously

£1 status quo. 21 predicted.

~ ~. ~: Right. 22 So almost certainly from a fish

£3 HR. D~IELS: If you 5uilt ~ditionat 23 entrainment standpoint, from a delta circulation pattern

£4 ~toP~e, If You had ~ditionaL sto~ south of the delta ~4 st~dpoint relative to fi~eri~, as you move From

~5 ~d had oPpoptunities to put water in that 5tor~e and ~5 alternative one rounds alternative three ~d then within
~TALE & ASS~IAT~ (2~9T~62-33~ 45 PORTALE & ~S~iATES (2B9) 46~-3377 47
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1 use It as pa~13a(;k For curtailed e)�o(~rts dur[ng critical 1 alternative three the degree of i~oLation that iou create

2 periods, you ~uld i~rove over tod~’5 conditions. 2 you ~crue ~dlti~al fisheries benefits In a Fairly
3 Alternative two agai~ has that s~e 3 signiric~t way. Does that rasped to your ~estio~?

4 posslbI Llty with those s~ caveats. And alternative two 4 ~. HCE~: gall it ~re fully ~s~ers

5 because of its Lower velocities reduces the Likelihood or 5 it. The Quest{on ! w~ zeroing IR oR Is the

6 Large scale en~Bin~nt p~tlculELY of Juvenile Sal~on. 6 ~out alternative two. ~d it was a quBLitiative

7 le.. bec~se o~ the velocities ~e ~wer they c~ seek 7 statement I w~t to underst~d tn co~p~ison to what.

8 their pathway to the ocean better. ~e c~’t Quantify 8 ~. DANIELS: ~e’Pe co~Eing everything
9 exEtly how ~ch that would h~peR bec~se we’d hove to 9 to today’s conditions, today’s c~erns, today’s impels

1~ calculate the velocities ~ do 8 Lot of behavioral le under t~ existi~ f~lltties we’re working with

11 studio. 11 I try to me~e the degree of i~oveBent

12 But the b~ic concept Is If you slow do~ 12 under the vEious all,native ~d the Ways in which YOU
13 the movement of water E~os5 the della the ri~ have a 13 C~ e~h~ce the degree or i~rove~nt Within the
14 ~ch better chore to deal with this entra{R~eR[ probLe~ 14 co~tpaints or worKl~ With t~ facilities.

15 on the~eLves -- by themselyes. 15 ~S. ~P~: ALl r{Qht, but what I he~d
16 Also In alternative two we talked ~out a 16 you respond. Dick is that if alternative two ~d
17 scpee~ at Clifton Court which should return ~re fish 17 alternative three Were operated ~ you Ee CoRte~Latin9

18 bEk Into the delta system, reduce the amount of h~dlln9 18 that has a continued amount of eater rloein9 through the

18 Involved In ~yin9 to tpu~ them back into t~ System. 19 ~tuaPy at the ~pp~opPiBte liB.. that we could i~rove
2B But still has the Problems ~ociated with delta smelt £~ fi~eries over today*s condition.
21 being very delicate ft~ ~d very dfrficuLt to Strain. ~1 ~. D~IELS: I’d be ~iLLID9 to s~ we
22 StriPe b~s eggs ~d L~ve being t~ 5mall to screen. ~2 W[I i~rove.
23 ~d the fBct when you return them tQ the syste~ you’re ~3 ~. ~E~; ~LL~ ~at’5 B pretty

24 putting them right back into this blEk hole of ~redators £4 positive Stete~nt ~d definitive FPOB YOU. ~d YOU

25 tn the delta. ~5 think three i5 better than two for that purpose. But
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that’s not what was stated up there, and that’s why I was 1 the timing on the taking, Right now there’s a PhYsical
zero{rig in on It. It sa~d It’s ~re diffi~Lt for the 2 constraint bec~se of the size o~ the ch~ets,
fi~erl~ to navigate up on the rivers. 3 therefore, the velocity is incro~ed, ~d~e cons~alnt

~. D~IE~: Perh~s the issue Is, ~d I 4 of the c~acitles, ~ ~e P~ ove~ a pre~t~ Long period
m8~ not have given ~ou ~ Co,plate ~s~ep o~ the ~o~eLur~e 5 of ti~.
5tPeyin9 thing. ~e p~obLem that ~uLd occu~ i~ ~t 6 ~at gets offsetting ~ith the ~tdeF

fish ~vin9 -- ~uLt salmon that h~e the i~te~t o~ 7 Ch~eL If ~ou t~e it in ~ ~ortep Period of ti~ ~d

~vin9 into the ~keLuBne RiYeF, the Cosu~es River, and 8 that’s ~h~ I’m questioning the Stete~nt about velocity.
up the S~ Jo~uin towards its t~{~Eies ~ 9 ~. D~IELS: ~at’s ~hy
e~ieRce a Significant ~uRt of S~F~e~to Riv~ ~ater le c~ite~ia, ~hich me~ ~ ma~ not be translated into
in the Interior delta 85 the~ do no~ uRde~ alternatives 11 5t~d~ds eventueLL~ ~e ver~ I~Ft~t.

~e ~d t~o as ~e’~e Loo~i~9 at. . 1~ ~S. ~cE~: Right.

~at c~ c~se, does Cause 5tP~n9 ~d 13 ~. D~I~S: You not onL~ have to have
these fl~ end i~ 5tFe~s other th~ their ~ata[ strew. 1~ the C~iLit~ to ~ve ~Fe ~ater, ~ou also have
~ey 9el Lost. ~ the ~KeLu~e River that’s 8 ~er~, 15 generate the ~{[]t~ to const~8i~ the 8mount

but £~[7 the v~t ~aJorit~ of ~e SaLmo~ ~e have on 16 that’s ~ved du~i~ ve~y sensitive ~ime periods. So
the Ho~eLu~e Rive~ today Ee hatcher~ derived, hatcher~ 17 operations is ~eeL[Y the ~e~ to all of this.

fish tend to st~ey ~a7 and ] c~’t tell You ~he~e~ of 18 ~. ~P~: g~Ld ~ou -- then Let
not alternative t~o ~ouLd ex~e~bate that pPobLeB. 19 this, Does not ou~ da~a on fish Suggest ~e’d Like

~ the S~ Jo~uin t~{but~ie~ ~e do get ~e pump Less of the
straying. It’s ~pe than ~e see on ~e SacF~nto River ~1 ~. D~IELS: I’m t~ ~d generate some

~d its t~ibutarle5. ~ere Is a ve~ysmaLL hatcheP~ ~ humor. ~e ~ount of ~ate~ e~orted f~om the delta
pPogP~ ~ the HePced River. ~3 e~eeds that that is safe fop fineries duri~ the

But those fish have be~ movi~ Eo~ ~e ~ ~5 da~ of every year.

deLt~ ~ith that much Sace~nto RIver ~atee In the ~5 ~. ~PE~; Yes. ~k
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1 Interior delta over the Last twenty to thlrt)’ years, and 1 good.
~ their p~obLem5 don’t see~ to be centred on 5tra~ln9 but ~ ~. ~IG~: ~k5, Rick.
3 rather deficiencies In h~itatat, deficiencies tn flo~, 3 ~. ~0~: ~aY~ Turning no~ to
4 ~d proble~ wi~ te~erature. ~d I think that the ~ alternative three, ~e feel that it should be pelops
S overall CalFed pr~r~ ~ill subst~tialLy i~rove S b~ed on 3B, that we ~e Looking at a S,~g to 1S,g~ cfs

6 conditions for those fish. So in ~ context or thins, 6 isolated fEiLity and for purposes of our eELy ~aL~Is
7 strayln~ does not seem to be a terribly signi~ic~t 7 ~e’re centering on le.~B cfs ~d ~itt be doing that
8 concern. 8 ~8tytica[ ~.
9 HS. HcPE~: Right. ~e [~t question you 9 ~. H~IG~: C~’t hear you very ~ett.

~1~ ~entl~ed Lo~er volumes, to~ar veL~Jties in t~o in 1~ ~. gO~: Haybe I’LL st~t over again.
11 co~Elson to ~hat? 11 ~e’re centering on 3B, ~e’re t~ing at a 5,~ to 15,~e

12 ~. D~IE~: Today. 12 cf5 isolated fEiLitY ~d ~or purposes of our eELY
13 ~. HcP~: In co~pEison to~y. 13 ~aL~ls ~e’L[ be centering on a le,~ cfs facility ~d
14 ~. D~IE~: ~e r~ r s~ t~t is 1~ been doin~ analogs on both sides or that.
15 right no~ ~e’re exporting the sa~ ~unt or uater r~om 15 ~e’re looking at the potential or having
16 the delta tod~ as ~e ~ould under virtually all or these 16 dual points or int~e on the SEr~nto River, perh~s at
17 alternatives. Essentially the s~ 17 Hood ~d Freeport ~ an exile. ~at ~ould be one of
18 ~e ~atar no~ comes ~ouQh the delta 18 the reat~e~ that ~i ll be evaluating. Ve Ee looking to
19 cross ch~neL, ~orQl~a Slough, ~ ~ree Hi Le Slo~. 19 possibly provide ~ater to the south delta Inter~
~ ~ose ~e relatively confined ch~ne~. ~d the nu~ar o£ 2e throu~ the c~al ~hich ~ould he~ to alleviate s~m of
~1 Ere feet ends Up generating a pretty high velocity. [r 21 the ~ater quality proble~ that ~e rLo~ rLo~ changes
~2 you have a ~ider ch~nel desired ~ reduce the velocity. 22 induced b~ ~ isolated r~illty ~ould c~se.
~3 then You st~t to ~dress that prob~m. 23 At Clifton Court we’re loo~ing at a zero

~4 ~. ~: I understand that. ~se a4 to le,~ c~s ~reened fish -- s~eened intro. ~d
£5 physics. ~at I guess l’m question{~ [~ ~e t~in9 -- ~5 ~aln ~ before ~e ~outd 9o ~lth the Lo~ he~ PU~S to
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I enable you to extract water during tidal cycles and I fish entrainment from the aQrlcultural Intakes that are

2 maintain screen efficiency. And main we would be 2 currently operating in the south delta. I say south, I
3 consolidating Intertie for the CVP end S£/P. 3 mean really east and south delta.
4 The enlargement -- setback levees and 4 We think another Potentially Important

5 enlargement of the north fork of the tlokeLumne would 5 consideration ts that the San Joaouin River salt loads
6 remain as part of this program. Ti~e ecosystem features 6 would be significantly decreased due to the Improved
7 that might be different, and main Dick if I 7 source water quality that would be taken into this sort

8 mischaracterize Jump in please, probably decreased 8 of faci!Ity. And we feel that that would tend to offset
9 emphasis on habitat ImProvements in the north Fork of the 9 negative salinity effects that would be otherwise

10 tlokelumne, increased emphasis on habitat Improvement In 10 e)c)erlenced with the Introduction of the Isolated
11 the South delta Which Is now made possible by the Fact 11 faci lily and the flow changes In the delta that that
12 you’re not -- you’re returning that flow pattern In the 12 would cause.
13 south delta to e more nearly normal condition or more 13 And al~o, operatlc~s criteria will have to
14 nearly historic condition. 1]nat there would also be 14 be established both for the Sacramento and south delta
15 emphasis on shaLlo~ water habltat along the south Fork or 15 locations. I should mention, I don’t think l said It
16 the rlokelumne. 16 earlier, but this same situation would pertain to
17 Valet quality Features that would be 17 alternative nunioer two where you have to have a separate
18 different, again possible relocation of some municipal 18 set of criteria rot your northern point of intake as well

19 ~ntaKes, Probably a decreased emPhasis on control of 19 as the southern point. So I think that pretty well
20 organic carbon In the delta as you would be avoiding a _~0 c&oSullzas the discussions we’ve had on the IDT to date.
21 good bit of that problem. .~1 And we will be meeting several times before Your December
22 In terms of the Levee features, we are .~2 meeting and hoPefullY we will have significantly more
;~3 still talking about the setbacks. And one of the thirLga .~3 flashed out considerations for yOTJ.
24 we’ve talked e~o(:~Jt is whether or not Old River" from here _~4 HR. i’IADIGAN: ]]3anKa, Rick.
L~5 tO there would need to be enlarged with this and perh~s _~5 RIGHT O~E: Ham all
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1 the other alternatives, 1 rlR. HILDEBR/~ND= Hay I make a comIne’3t?

2 There is Some engineering questions 2 MR. tlADIGAN: Alex.
3 remaining as to whether that sort oZ enlargement would be 3 fIR. HILDEBRNQD; Before our m~etir~9 t_his
4 necess~y ~iven that you do have the Low head pu~ ~ ~rnlng Rick ~d I talked ~out this idea of deliv~in9
5 operation So that you’re able to operate at more a more 5 water from the i~lated facility Into the sou~ delta.
6 neEly ~nst~t e~ort. 6 I don’t think that it’s prEtical to do
7 Hl~t cause -- might relieve the necessity 7 in the manner he Suggested. It m~y be possible in
8 of having that ch~nel enlEQe~nt. That’s ~ ele~nt 8 other manner. ~e have seventh-Five mi lea of ch~nel, we
~ that we’re going to be working ~ With all these 9 have do~n5 ~d dozens of diverter5 to deliver water then

1~ alternatives. Now -- ~d if you’LL~E with me ~ th{~ 1~ e~h ~d every one o~ them would be enor~u5 t~K ~d
11 ~e’re 9ettin9 down to the end or this thing Pretty 11 coordinating delivery would be very difficult. I don’t
12 Shortly. 12 think that’s prEticaL at all.

13 ~e have given some c~Ideration to 13 It may be Pr~tical to deliver water into
I~ vEious ~pects of It. We recognize that the opportunity 1~ the ch~nels in a ~aY that would Eco~ll~ the s~e
15 to avoid South delta pumping is very l~ortant Far 15 obJective. IF you put the Water -- deliver the water
16 fishery protection ~d restoration ~d that relates to 16 into the chapels on the upstream side of ~ barriers
17 the disr~ted flow ~atterns ~d in r~h entra{n~nt that 17 ~d £~t it flow upstre~ ~n thee ch~neLs ~at ~ould
18 Ee ~oclated ~Ith that pu~in9. 18 deliver It to a good m~ people.
19 We recognize that the isolated Facility 19 ~ere’s still the Problem of the ~ater
~ wILL t~d to reduce the t~ouQh-delta FLows ~ Increase 2e degr~at~on that’s 9oin~ to take PLEa in the central
2! in-delta ch~nel salinity. 21 delta, e~t central delta, if do you this, ~d that
22 ~d the supply to the south delta islands 22 hasn’t been ~dressed ~re. So I don’t see t~t bhis
23 rPom isolated rEILity ~ouLd, tn ~dttion to ppoducino 23 isn’t possibly, but it needs a Lot ~re thouoht than it’s
24 water quality benefits to the ~r{cultural interests, 24 h~ yet to ~o~ it’s any re,oriOLe alternative.

25 would 8L~ ~d we thl~ perhaps i~ortantLy eLJmlnate ~5 ~. ~I~: ~ay. Lester.
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1 Ml~. SNO~: l’m goln~ to try to be brief 1 fish effects, wailer quality. To the extent to uhich
2 because 1 think you foL~s have asked a Lot of questions 2 you’re retytno on fa~i Lilies then produces the cost,
3 indicating YOU kind of understand ~rnat some of these 3 assurance, and In the case of export water quality raises

4 trade-off Issues ape. 4 the issue of nonexport water quality concerns.

5 ~/e want to set uP some issues going into 5 So you can almost take those eight
6 the b~eak out sessions. One of the things I w&qted to do 6 distinguishing characteristics end you start looking at,
7 with this overhead, you know ~e have at this point 7 okay, ~hen I’m getting 9god ~4atep SuooLY opPortunity what

8 eighteen distinguishing chapacteristics, but what’s 8 am I imoactlng? ~hat’s kind of going the other way in
9 happened with this klnd of this fir-st Found of evaluation 9 the diagram.

11~ and the work of the IDT has ended uPTocusIn9 on these 10 You’ve got total cost and you’ve ~ot
11 nine distinguishing ch~acterlstics. 11 assurance difficulty. And the same with any of these.

12 Pt’obably at this point the first eight 12 As I’m getting operational flexibility, YOU Look at the
13 here as beln9 the ones that tends to have the most shift. 13 other distinguishing characteristics and ~ou kind of say
14 And that’s Supported in the documentation that we’ve sent 14 which Is going in the oPPosite d{rection. This one’s

15 you. 15 positive. Again in this case yoo~re getting total cost
16 There’s -- It’s in ~ saying that the 16 and assurance is kind of meving the other way.
17 others a~en’t showing some dlfferertc~s, but these -- 17 geLt this conceptually is how you’re
18 tends to be where we’re seeing the biggest changes 18 starting to tire up the trade-errs, ghat ape the
19 between the different aPproaches. A~d these ape all 19 imoortaPt policy issues. You analyze to get to this

20 Issues that we’ve discussed In some ~’ashion YesterdaY ~ -30 point, but at some point in here You’re starting to make
21 this morning. -31 policy Jud~era~nts about what ape the realistic trade-oils
22 And It’s within these that you start _32 as you Look to the future.
23 seeing some of the kind of classic ~3"ade-off issues we _33 So I think that’s all I really wanted to
24 need to have discussed. ~/here you may be making with one 24 set up In terms of trade-off Issues. It might help YOU
25 of the alternatives, Like alternative three, signlficant _~5 focus on some things to discuss as YOU move into the
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1 Imoact on diversion effects but then ~hat you’re doing to 1 bree~ up groups.
2 do that is You’re bringing online facilities that tend to 2 t~. SNO~: 6o ~e~.
3 raise the difficulty, lnc~e~e the difficulty providing 3 ~. N0~: I ~nk it’s useful to do
4 ~5~ces. ~ this to oet conv~sation ooino. ~ Just ~t to say that
S Sa~ ~lth e~ort ~a~ qualtty. ~e o~ S in ~v~ce of having ~ environmental i~t analysis, ~
6 that produce5 the 9realest on that ~ain [s a racl lity 6 environ~ntal i~act statement, [[’s sol,hat preaat~e
7 Intensive o~e ~hlch raises l~sues o~sur~e and h~ 7 to talk about the trade-err5 in L~ or the
8 ImoUcatlons you need to be on 9u~ look(n9 at in-delta 8 environ~ntal i~act. 1[ see~ to ~, that it’s
9 ~eter quality ~inds or issues. 9 difficult to 5t~t m~in9 those -- talking ~out those

1~ ~ater supply opportunities, you re~er 18 tr~e-oF~5 no~.
11 fro~ H~k’s presentation yesterday which one h~ the 11 ~. SNOV: I thi~ so~ or these
1~ highest ~ater SupPLy opportunity, gall no s~rise. It 12 tr~e-ofr5 ~e comtnQ on the t~ no~ even iR ~ce or
13 ~ the one wl~ the sl9nlfic~tLy highest cost. 13 collating the rest or the work. If someone Is
14 So ~e’re stating to ~e these kinds or 14 ~vocatin9 they ~[ the alternative ~th the hiQ~st
15 things evolve. ~d ~n ILQets a ~t ~re ~llcated 15 supply opportunity, that st~ts ~iQ9er~ so~ of these
16 than this, but In general ~en your getting flexibility 16 kinds or Issues right ~aY. You may say I’m not so s~e
17 you have h~gh~ c~t and yeu’ve got ~eater difficult of 17 that’s desirable ~y l~ger. Ev~ If ~t ends up being
18 assurance. So ~e’re seel~ that ~ind or tree-ofF. 18 accept~le from ~ environmental ~mp~t 5t~dpoi~t,
19 A Lot or it ends UP "" ir you ~ve ~ay 19 I think some or these isle YOU c~ st~t
2e rrom the sl~le dlstlngui~l~ ch~terlstics, a Lot of 2e working YOUr ~ay through ~ YOU bring on Line the i~t
21 tr~e-orrs ~ up in ~hat’s produci~ it, how are yo~ 21 assessment ~d identirytnQ most pr~ticaL, Le~t dam~inQ
22 9ett~ ~at [~ue, ~d it ends up being the issue o£ 22 alternatives.
23 r~illtlas. 23 I underst~d the point yeu’re m~;ng. But
26 ~ou knou the ro~ the stor~e ~ 24 I think ~ of these c~ benefi~from discussion nou
25 convey~ce r~i [i ty is pLayin~ to ~ess £Lexibi [i[Y, 25 ~out the trade-errs ~d consid~ations that need to be

~ALE $ ~SOCIA~ (289[ 662-~77 58 P~TALE $ ~S~IA~S ~9) 662-~77

5742
E-015742



BI]AC - NOVE!1BER 5, 1997
~ PAGE 61 SHEET 16 ~ PAGE 63

1 made. 1 trade-offs that have been discussed in some detai L by

P MS. McPEAK: BoP then Tom. 2 Rick ~/ood~d and then conceptually by Lester.
:3 IdR. HEACHER: I Know we’re not supposed to 3 Each group w t L L be facilitated by one of

4 be consideration California future water needs, but In 4 three people. Either me or Eugenia Laychak from the

5 this whole mix there’s a durabilitY ]3ere that I’m not 5 California Center for Public Dispute Resolution and Paul

6 sure I understand as far as there ls going to be a demand 6 Schwartz who’s been facilitating a process with the

7 on the system twenty years from now, so isn’t there some 7 in-delta channel Island work group through San F’ranci~co

8 sort of Line here where we need to talk about how lor~ in 8 estuary project.

9 the cost, how far out we’re going. Is this a ten-year 9 ALL of you who were here yesterday should

le fiX? Twenty-year fix In our cost? ]n the overall 11~ have a colored dot on Your -- the back of your badge that

11 Picture that we heed to Look at as a trade-off? 11 tells you ~Jhlch group YOU’re in. if you have a green

12 HR. SNOb/: I think all of our modeling 12 dot, you’re With me in room 101 ~r~ich is downstairs. If

13 runs out to tgenty, twenty-five: Is that correct? 13 you have a blue dot you’ll be meeting in room 2{!Y3 with

14 T~JentY, ttJentY. So that’s the kind of numbers we are 14 Eugenia. ~qd if you have a yellow dot YOU’re in room 201

15 working with, but I think the durability issue, the test 15 with Paul Schwartz.

16 YOU put it to and the solution prlr.~lpLes when we get to 16 ~/hat we will do i5 meet in small groups

17 that point is an assessment of those kinds or issues. 17 for about ~n hour. reconvene and post the results from

18 And even if you’re Rot meeting all of 18 you~ discussions in each Of the groups. And the results

19 California’s future demand forever, you m~e Judgments 19 will be integrated more further into the development of

20 about the Solution that we’re PuttLCLg forth and how 20 the hybrid alternative which will be before BBAC on

;~1 durable it will be ii3 the face of future uncertainty. 21 December 12th.

22 HR. GRAFF: rlr. ChaJFfl~n, i E~ologize for 22 There will be a Ca[Fed staff oerson In
23 having missed much Of yesterday -- Ell[ of yesterday 23 each session. However. the -- our hope [s that this is

-~4 afternoon’s Session and a little bit~this morning, but 1 24 an opportunity for every member of BDAC, particularly

_~5 have to Say Looking at this agenda for the rest Of the 25 folk5 who generally don’t have a chance to spe~. their
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day there are very Important currer~t~ controversies 1 minds or express their points or ~ie~ to do So in ~
involving B2 ~d involving the ~pE~t ~, urb~ 2 formal environ~nt.
t~ver o~ ~ discussions this aft~o~ that I thi~k 3 ! should ~15o note that Since ~i5 }5
need to be addressed d~ing the originally noticed ti~ ~ public meeting there may be Be~ers or ~ public that
for this ~eting. I had been PLanning to leave ~is 5 ~i ll be present at the breakout. So -- and there ~i Ll be
meeting midday today. ~t is, lu~ti~ today. So that 6 ti~ ~or me~ers or the public to m~e co~ents ~t that
it worrie~ ~ that ~e’re ~ot goi~ get to some or 7 ti~.
those matters potent{ally ~tJL this afternoon. 8 So I’m going to propose ~e reconvene about

~. ~]G~: ~8y. ghat’5 your Schedule 9 11:15 SO that we ~e -- have our best ~ot a~ Keegin9 the

for dep~ture? le ~ agenda Item 85 it’s Listed at 11:3e. I’m go~ to

~. ~: ~e[L, I ~llL try to stay until 11 suggest if we have sllpp~ge there that we Silly shorten
the afternoon if ~5oLuteLy neceas~. 12 our l~ch bre~.

~. ~1~: I~ ~e deal ~ith B~ in the 13 So ~y questions7 l~ you’~e green

tlme f~e noted here, ~hich ts 11:~ to no~, ~d then 1~ in lel. If you’~e blue y~’re I~. ~d if

move up the question or the 8g, urban negotiations, ~ouLd 15 yeL[o~ you’re In ~el. ~d if you don’t have a dot you
that -- 16 get to choose.

~. ~F: Ye~. if ~e c~ sta~ ~ith 17 ~ID~TIFi~: ~8t’5 the ~die~ce do?
that, I ~ If ~e C~ ~ctu~LL~ ~et this ~ ite~ 18 ~. ~IG~: Come on
that ~iLL be okay. I Just ~opPied ~’~e a~e~y behind 19 HS. B~OVO: ~mbe~s of the public can
this ~rning. ~e attend ~hichev~ bre~t sesslo~ the~ cho~e. So

~. ~1~: I kno~ ~e Ee. ~a~. ~EY. 21 they’LL all be noticed -- the~e ~lLL all be sig~ outside

~. ~l~: ~ the doorstai~s ~d people are ~e~o~e to attend ~y ~d

~. SELKIE: ~e have ~ opportunit~ no~ ~3 ~ve from ~oom to roo~
for BDAC ~mbers to meet In s~LL ~p5 for the next 2~ ~. SELKIRK: Yes.
9ood houp to deLibepBte on So~ of the emepgin9 ~5 ~. ~IG~: ALLright.
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1 (Brea~c, Jt recess.) 1 correct LV over the Lon~-term.

2 MS. SE~I~: ~e counts from e~ o~ 2 In ter~ of e~ort water Quality versus

3 the bre~out groups, we’re Qoi~ to ~o through ~d 3 in-delta ~ater supply opportuni ties. there’s a concern --

~ highlight the coverts. ~d I asked the me~e~s of my ~ there ~ 8 co~ce~n e~ressed ~hethe~ this ~LL~ h~5 to
5 group to make sure tf ~ythin~ i~0~tant Is Left out that 5 be a te~e-off.

6 the7 spe~k up. 6 ~d ~Lso ~e discussed fop ~ Period of time

7 ~ere’s not going t~be ~y decision 7 the COSt ~d relationship to the Sa~e Dri~i~ ~ter

8 reEhed. ~{5 Is fee~Ek to the C~lFed staff ~{th 8 ~d the uncertg{nt~ presented by that ~d also other

9 regard to the ~Lternetives, h~ they’ve been 9 things that can h~pen in the

1~ chEacterJzed, hog the tr~e-offs h~e been 1@ ~e also t~n ~al~ed about consistency ~ith

11 chEacterized. ~e’Fe QoiR9 to POSt theQ for peoPLe to 11 solution principles versus cost, ~d one of the key

12 Pevie~ throughout the rest or the d~. ge Reed to do 12 things that c~e out of here i5 that the cost of the

13 this fairly quickly so ~e C~ move ~ to the B2 13 progF~ Is relative to the cost ~or other typ~ of

15 ~at I’m goinQ to ask each facilitator to 15 look at this In a relative manner.

16 do Is walk through briefly ~at c~ out in their 16 ~d also there ~ a question raised in

17 dlscu~lons. I have a h~d-held mic here. So where is 17 our group whether this should also be a tree-off between

18 Eugenic. 18 the solution principles ~d

19 ~. LAC~CK: I’m rl~t here. You ~Ith a 19 Is there ~ybedy ~rom the group that

2e wmt ~ to StEt? ~e to add to the 5u~y? ~ve I ~s~ed ~ything
21 ~. SE~IRK: Ye~, ~y don’t ~ st~t. ~1 significant? ~ay. ~at’s it.

22 ~. LAC~CK; We h~ ~out seven People In ~2 ~: ~r group had a Peal difficulty

23 our group ~d ~hat we did was we talked ~out -- we ~3 with Qettin9 into this because of the ~t they di~’t

2~ talked ~tually specifically ~out three of the £4 feel like the~ had ~ythine concrete to discuss.

~5 tr~e-offs that ~e Listed ~ the overhead ovec there. ~5 Looking r~ ~ alternative or ~ssment of an
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1 /~nd we also talked in general terms, too. 1 alternative that hasn’t really been created yet. but we

2 Specifically In ter~s of diversion effects 2 did get started,

3 of fisheries versus assur~ces, We ~1 a c~nt that we 3 ge chose [0 disc~ the diversion effects

~ need to maximize the benefits for ~LL p~pt5 of the 4 ~ fineries verse assur~ces, ~ter Supply opportunities

5 program. ~Bt we me~t by that w~ ~Bt we c~e up with 5 versus total CO5[. ~e CO~iRed ODePatioRBL Flexibility

6 this need to bBL~ce ~d satisfy t~ needs of ~LL of the 6 versus total cost ~d operational flexibility verbs

7 partly. ~d then also tied Into ~{s {~ B~in9 S~e 7 ~s~ces, ~d then e~ded us ~ith risks to e~opt water

8 that the System also Receive5 those beQeFits. ~at 8 Supplies versus ~sup~ce.

9 there’s a baL~ce betwee~ that ~d having the ~ece~Y 9 In looking at the diversion effects

t~ doLLEs to do ~Bt we Reed to do. ~d also B beL~ce to le fisheries verus ~sur~ces, ~e ~e saying there Ee

11 have the ~equBte ~sur~ce5 thBt Ee needed to 11 political and legal ~d PhYSICal BssuP~ces that need to

12 ~equateLy i~Le~nt the ~lution. . 12 be given. ~d the discussion really weighed In

13 ~e aL~ discussed that there i5 a need For 13 heavi Ly o~ the side or assuraRce~rather

14 cLEIFICBtIOn Or the process ~d a~o the BS~mPtiORS ~d 14 diversion effects bec~se people feL~ the ~unt of

15 the ~odologies behind a Lot of ~e nu~ers in the 15 ~sur~ce5 is what’s really going to drive how ~ch

16 matrix. ~e Justification for those. A~ that ~ere w~ 16 diversion effect5 they want to S~ gun.teed.

17 also a ~e of the group that ~e ma~ not be ~le to move 17 ~ater Supply opportuniti~ versus total

18 much f~thep rorwEd until ~e get ~t kind or 18 COSt. ~e ~e talking ~out is it pr~ticgL to build
19 information. 19 LE~ 5c~ee~ fop the ODPOrtURitY. ~e COSt
2Q ALso ~other co~eqt that c~ out 2Q is huge. It’s -- there w~ question a5 to ~he~er the
21 specifically in terBs of ~suP~ces. that there’s a need 21 technoLoQy i5 really legible to have ~ 15,e~ cfs screen

22 for a physical LiBit on the coR5tr~tion of ~e 22 int~e, ~d then ~e’re talking ~out the ti~ fr’a~ ~o~

23 f~iLities that would be built, if ~y, ~d al~o that 23 the ~uPpLY options. CompEin9 c~ts to ~e c~Le -- Life

2~ there i~ 8L~o ~ ~equate Institutional ~ch~ism of 2~ c~le Or the ~hole proJect, not only installation but

25 entity to m~e Sure that the thing i5 I~Le~nted 25 operation ~d matRten~ce, ti~inQ ~d the ~eLi~ility,
~TA~ ~ ~S~IA~ (2~ ~62-3377 6~ P~TALE ~ ~S~IA~S [~) ~62-3377
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1 Looking at how Ee we 9oi~ -- what opportunities will we 1 the station If you decide you’re Qoin@ to spend several

2 have in wet versus dry ye~s. ~ 2 billion dollEs for a rEtIculE fEiLItY that it’s very

3 So a Lot or it Came ~o~ to ~ater ~pply 3 h~d to ge~ off that track once you’re on that train.

~ reliability ~ looking at it ~ a ~ter ~uppLy ~ That it doe~’t aLLo~ for e Lot of ~iLItY to

S opportunity. S incrementally l~rove the System.

6 ~hen ge got to operational flexibility 6 ~other Point m~e ~as that -- ~e ~tually

7 versus total cost, it ~ more ~ain having it under~tood 7 ended uP getting to 8 Lot o~ specifics ~{th raged to the

8 ~ ~hat the c~t would be, @ec~se ~Jthout knowing ~hat 8 ~su~tions u~derlyin9 the trade-offs ~ ~e

9 the cost o~ a proposal alternatives -- ~at’s ore of the 9 alternatives.
1~ things they ~nted Staff to be cLe~ on Is ~at Ee ~ le ~e me~er COme,ted that the i~L~ted

11 nu~ers, i think as EuQenia pointed ~t e~Lier. 11 conveyance ~ouLd not address concerns For anato~u5

12 ~en risk to e~o~t Supplies versus 12 on t~ S~ Jo~uin bec~se there ~ould si~lY not be
13 ~ces, that w~ interest{~ bec~se ~hiLe it’s beer 13 enough Flo~ to -- attrition fLo~s in the

1~ dl~u55ed 8s a 5eIs~tc r{sk, ~ lot or discuss{o~ ~n~ered 1~ ~ overall Count Bade -- I’LL identify

15 around ~surlRg e~oPters that 8 certain ~ount of water 15 his bY the Cha{r of Our ~sur~ces ~orK gro~ -- ~ that

16 would be taken out of the system ~ ~o more. Bec~se 16 ~e may be dealing gith so~ u~re~{stic e~ectat[o~ ~lth
17 they are concerned about thei~ o~n ~al Supplies. ~d 17 raged to assur~ ov~all.

18 that’s It in a nut.ell. . 18 ~e in par~icuLE, ho~ c~ it be assured

19 ~. S~IE: ~e h~ ~eut ~out seven 19 that delta pu~s ~ill get ~ater -- I’B soPPy, ~t the

~ BDAC ~ers JR o~ Eoup. ~e or ~e first counts I~e delt~ Pu~eFs Wi LL get ~ater from ~ iso~ted convey~ce.

~1 made was 51miler to ~hat ~ think e~r9ed iR the other ~21 ~other BD~ ~er ~serted that {t could
~2 groups, Is that o~e BDA~ me~er e~ressed he did ~ot have 22 be Sta~ed that the Less ~neY t~’s i~v~ted Up front

~3 enough detail ~ ~ith reQ~d to the ~lterRative5 to 23 the more opportunities there may EtuaLLY be

2~ really kno~ whether this is reas~ ch~Eteriz~io~ ~ flexibility in ~tiveLY manag{~ the entire CalFed

25 or the policy tr~e-orrs. ~ solution,
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1 ~d the initial comment was that in the 1 Another BDAC member ch~racterlzed --
~ L~dsc~e picture that the real tr~e-offs seemed to be ~ Questioned whether one ~ay to think ~out ~r~ces ~
3 between ~suP~ce5 and total cost v~Fsus ~out ev~y 3 ho~ ~e c~ all 5h~e the pain, ~ ~e~ted that from
~ othe~ distlnguishln9 ch~Eteristic. ~ perspective ~ater quaLit~ ~as a -- p~ob~LY uLti~teW a

S A central cogent that was m~e ~ that 5 more i~t~t concern th~ incre~ed ~ater Supply.
6 the ch~acterlzation or the trade-orrs was in question. 6 ~other BDAC me~er counted on perh~s

7 F~ exile, one BDAC ~er counted that ~ith reQ~d 7 it was i~ort~t �or us to ~r~srorm the shEe-the-pain

8 to diversion effects, that entraln~nt issues Ee really 8 concept into sharing ~e In[eres~ here. ~d thee ~

9 only one ~pect or [i~er]es i~Ets, that h~itat ~d 9 ~ch di~usslon ~out the co~n Pool concept and the

Ie flow are also very ~{~Ir{cmt. - le i~ort~ce or having that e~edded ~n the CaLFed

11 ~erefore, there ~ some Question ~ to 11 solution.
12 ~hether to ch~Eteri~ the Isol~t~ Facility alternative 12 l’m not going to t~e the time to 9o
13 ~ being -- havi~ the highest benefit to fish~ies ~ 13 thro~h, but there ~ere Some specifics suggesti~ m~e

1~ So~thing that m~ght actually be In ~estion. 14 with reQ~d to hO~ to do that. ~w to i~titutio~allY,
IS ~e other point that ~ made ~ith raged 15 legally ~d contrEtuallY reinforce the co~n pool.

16 to this ~ that there’s a signiflc~t, how should I 5~Y 16 ~d so~ reco~endation that the
17 this, that ~e have to underst~d that efforts to on the 17 alternatives be -- that alternative in DEticuLE
18 one h~d optlm~ze, i~rove h~Itat ~ restore fi~erles 18 alternative two. be optimized bec~se of it’s potehtial

19 on the one h~d may r~ult In seri~-e~vlr~ntal 19 to support the common pool concept.

2Q l~ts at the s~e ti~. ~e Let’s see. ~other member ta~ed ~t
21 In other ~ords, the alternative that may 21 the i~ort~ce of e~ding the de~initlon of operational

22 provide you ~ith the greatest flexibility i~rove habitat 22 flexibility so that alternatives one ~d t~o ~e given

~ c~ also be the source o~ its destruction, So. 23 greater attention ~ith raged to a ~re co~lete

2~ ~other point that w~ m~e ~s that ~ith 24 derinltlon ~d e~anslon or what CalFed me~s by

25 r~Ed to the issue of cost. that ~ce the ~ain leaves 25 operationa! flexlbiL~ty.
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1 Another big Issue that was raised was that 1 either take houra or minutes. And I’ll choose the
2 without export Limits out of the delta then there are a 2 latter.
3 variety of very serious environmental impacts down the 3 This is all about the reaching a decision

4 line and that there was a concern exPressed that the 4 on how to use a certain section of the CVPIA which
5 CalFed program has not addressed the Potential for having 5 allocated eight hundred thousand acre feet to fish and
6 some kind of Limits on delta exports. 6 wildlife purposes to help assist In anatomeus fish
7 Couple final comments, tf export 7 doubling, et cetera. And been a long, contentious five

8 constraints were part of the solution, some Interests may 8 year struggle to figure out exact~Ly how to do this.
g be r~re open to other options. As you can see, this 9 In June Interior announced a proposal but

10 group did not stick to its assignment of strictly I@ also set uo three stakeholder groups. One on fish
11 addressing trade-offs. 11 measures, one on the toolbox measures and one on
12 Public comment. One comment was that 12 modeling.
13 there’s not enough time, the time Line Is too compressed. 13 Those three groups have been meetin~
14 It’s Important to understand adaptive management In every 14 throughout the sufferer and early ~all to an analyze the

15 component of the program in CalFed, not Just the 15 various aspects of the decision. As you might expect,
16 ecosystem restoration program. And that’s a quicF, and 16 something that tool~ five years ~Jst be controversial and
17 dirty 5~Jmmation. 17 it is, to try to get as much -- shed as much light on the

18 ~e there other comments that I Left out 18 subJect at possible and in fact were of considerable
19 that members of my group would Like to add? O~ay. 19 assistance,
20 That’s it. ALL of this feedback will be Integrated bY 20 ~i3at we did on FridaY was announce a final
21 the CaLFed staff, corrsidered and Integrated Into the ;)1 draft, in essence an update of the pa~oer we provided In
22 on!;[oing development of the aLternat~ives. And hopefully 22 June and now a final draft and sL-:~cretarY -- under
23 there W[ LL be SOme evidence of that. ~ the preferred 23 secretary Ga~’~mdl e{nnounced 1]3at on November :2~lth we
24 hybrid alternative reaches BDAC on December 12th. 24 will make a final decision.
25 tlR. ~IP__~/~: ~od. This was very 25 There’s two key Pants to this
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1 helpful. I thought the group that I sat in on was 1 announcement. One of them is the fish aspects, the fish

2 useful. I’m glad we went through the exercise. And I 2 measures that we’re proposing and the second one Is the
3 thought facilitation, certainly in the group that I was 3 toolbox measures. I wi LL deal with the fish measu~’es and
4 in, went well. 4 the toolbox of measures that 9des along with this

5 ¯ ~thy don’t we do something interesting and 5 package, Patrick will discuss.
6 exciting before lunch. Lester. Pick one. Flow about the 6 ~4hat our announcement does is says for the
7 next item on ~enda. 7 next rive years we will implement BP as a package of fish
8 I~1R. SND~: Yeab. 8 measures using water for -- Largely for fish. and a set
B t-lR. tl~M~lP.__-~l~: DkBy. 9 or toolbox measures whiqJ~ are to deal with some Of the

1~i t~iR. ~C~/: Is PatricJ¢. here? Has anybody 11~ impacts or the fish measures.
11 seen Pat Rick ~/r{ght? There he is. l~e’ve already had 11 Different things we Can do to arneLic~’ate
12 the drum roll, PatPIck. And I thlr~ as we get into the 12 some of the effects to assist {n develbpin9 these fish
13 B2 Issue {f In fact Patz’ick’s going to Lead err. it mig~3t 13 measures ~qd utilizing these fish measures. There are
14 be good to Provide a little b[t of" Context. { know 14 eight r~asures that ~e’re talking ~out. ~eY co~
1S there’s peoPLe IR the FOOB that have followed this every t5 vEiou5 ~aptive ~agement e~er{~ntaL ~pects that
16 step of the ~ay, but I suspect there’s ~Lso S~ that 16 ~t LL 9o right aL~9 ~i th this
117 stf LL think B2 is a bo~ec, not Just a bo~. I [hin~. 17 ~e five ye~s reflects t~o thins. First
~18 ~. ~IG~: I thi~ It’s bein~ Looked at 18 or all, it 9~ves us some time to leEn ~ce about ho~
18 ~ 8 bu~p b~ So~. 19 these ~asure5 ~orK, ~d second it’s a period of
2e ~, ~: ~at ~e’re p~sln9 out i5 the 2e ~hen ~e ~e all hopeful that so~ of the i~Ets and
21 docu~nt that ~as handed out to a group or the ag, urb~ 21 benerits of the Bay-Delta ~Dro~h ~i LL be~in to ~o~ up.
22 Invlro folks ~ ~t ~ith on Frlday. And Let ~ provlde a 22 In othe~ ~ds, ~re ~atec ~iLl ~9{n to
23 LlttLe context ~d start the discussion and then Patcl~ 23 sho~ up on the scene allb~In9 us to ~ve foru~d elth
24 c~ plck Up fFo~ thece. 24 infocmatio~ from the fi~ me~ures and hopefully So~ ne~
25 Very quick bEkground because this could 25 eater or better ~aYs to use ~ater to deal ~ith mea~uras
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1 that are concerns of the ag and urba~ interests. I HR. PATTERSON: As Hike said, sort OF a
2 ~hat we’ve described though, arid I’m gotng 2 p~relleL effort has been underway along with the fish
3 to read an Important sentence in here, is that t.his is a 3 9coup to develop a set of tools that would both provide
4 package and that Interior is committed to implementing 4 additional environmental benefits above and beyond the

5 both environmental measures and toolbox measures 5 measures you Just heard about but also to trY’ to offset
6 e)coedltiously and with equal effort. The effort there is 6 some of the Impacts of meetin~ tZ~ose measures on the _
7 to try to Indicate to the various factions concern5 7 water supply communl

8 Interests, stakeholders, as you wl LL, that we understand 8 So for the better part o� the summer and
9 the Implications, the possible Implications for Fish, the 9 early fall we had a re!Ply Intensive round of stakeholder

le potential negative implications for ~ater users, and that 10 discussions as to a set of water management tools that
1l we’re going to try to do this In a way ~ith the 11 might be able to help us take advantage of the exJsting

12 combination of these things so that there wi LL be 12 system tn ~aY~ that would helP us do that.
13 hopefully as a term we use, we can all get better 13 ULtimately in putting together the
14 together. 14 package, we focused on four Drirc~ry tools to help us do
15 This is not easy and it’s not all possible 15 that. The First i5 to continue to aggressively use

16 that measures can be -- or toolbox measures can be 16 restoration fund money, that is B3 water for PUrChases in

17 brought on, you know, irm~edlately. But the effort is to 17 the upper Sacramento system. These would be purchases to
18 try to shotJ some Linkage so that we can keep the various 18 meet high priority instream flow needs that have already
19 stakeholders all ~orking positive towards the larger set 19 been Identified in both the AFRP, that is tr,9 anatomous
20 of solutions that hopefuLW are arrived coming from 20 fish restoration Plan as pert of CVPIA and also as part
21 Bay-Delta. 21 of the CatFed ERPP.
22 Very quickly I’m goln~ to run through the 22 So we really believe that this is sort of
23 measures In not a Lot of detai l for two reasons. I’m not 23 a, what I would call a down payment In many respects
24 that savvy about all the dalai Ls, anci second you could go !24 toward meeting the ERPP goals pa£ticuLarLy on the
P5 on forever ~t)out any one of" them. 125 Sacramento River s!de.
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1 The measures we’re talking about, as I 1 The second tool would be to Irr~lement
2 mentioned there are eight. The announcement indicated we 2 what’s known as a Joint point of" diversion which is to
3 will do all eight measures starting next year for five 3 ta~e advantage of the flexibility of having the two
~ years. And as your package shows in appendix A, there’s 4 pumping plants to be able to use them lnterchan~eabLy,
5 a description measure b~, measure whet those -- what the7 5 and able to provide ~r’e FLexibility when we mov-~ ~ater
6 are. Some of them have a Few details -- obviously some 6 round.
7 may have more than a few dalai Ls to be worked out. but 7 Now keep in mind this would be taki’~g
8 the really excellent work of the f’ish group through tt~ 8 advantage of only in situations ~ere you’re already
9 summer and the Fall allowed us to fll~Ure out I~ow to 9 meeting the measures that Dlike described ai3d were already

10 perform these measures, get the fis5erieS benefits ~htLe 10 meeting all existing Bay-Delta standards and Endangered
11 not unnecessarl lY using anymore water than we needed to 11 Species Act requirements.
12 in ~ome cases, allowed us to develop triggers for 12 So the idea ~ould be take advantageous of
13 measures so that we know when to term them on and turn 13 those times when there’s excess ~ter in the system
1~ them off. Allp~ed us to develop the e~erlmental design 14 either because you have more water in the delta than
15 for the measures. 15 available to meet the existing rec!uirements In ~eneral or
16 In other words, we went a long step 16 because you got more water because of the Sacramento side
17 forward Into true ad~tive management. It is our 17 purchases.
18 intention to try to keep the fish group intact as we go 18 There’s a window Of" an opportunity to be
19 through the five years so that we can carry forward with 19 able to export some of that water For both environmental
2Q the good work that’s been done to date. 2Q purposes and water supply purposes. A portion of that
21 In addition to these eight measures, there _~1 water would be diverted to out Into a reserve account as
22 is s water reserve account thet is both a potentially a 22 Hike suggested to provide us a buffer against situations
23 measure or a toolbox Item that It shotas uP, and Patrick 23 where we may have probleme in the delta with exports,
24 ~i LL discuss that. That is potentially a number nine 24 take restrictions might get violated, some of the
25 here depending how It works. Patrick. 25 triggers that lltke described that go along with these
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1 measures may get -- may caUse us proR~l.ems with meeting 1 some of the impacts on water supplies of the measures

2 the measures. 2 that rlike has described.
3 [ think most folks think tt would be very 3 Just to anticipate then some of the

4 valuable to have ~ome water For the environment banked ~ reaction that we’ve gotten already, I’ll try to do that

5 south Of the delta, provided south of the delta to 5 quickly and then we can hear From the folks that are

6 provide us an Insurance policy, depending on how these 6 here. Both sides continue to be cor~ernad about the fact
7 measures get Implemented and what we find their impacts 7 that we are not maklr~@ ~n e~ollct accounting decision

8 are on the fish and wildlife of the delta. 8 over the hundred thousand. Instead What we announced In
9 So certainly a portion of the water that 9 June and we continue to propose as Part of our Latest

1~ would be e~Ported through the Joint point Would go Into 1~ package is that We focus on the measures that Idtke has

11 the reserve account. It would also ~ to try to l~.~et 11 ar~qounced and try to put together a package of tools

12 ~3d~tionaL needs Of" refuge south of tJ’~e delta. /~3~ther 12 ~hether they 91, 92, 93 other tools that. We’ve talked

13 environmental benefit. The ref~alnder then could 13 about In an attempt to meet those measures and try to the

14 potentiaLL), be LLSed fOP ag and urban water" supply to help 1/~ extent we Can offset the impacts Of trying to meet those

15 offset the imPacts or the package. 15 measures.

16 So those are two of tJ~e measures. 16 Secondly there cor[tinues to be debate

17 Sacramento River" purchases and Join~oint, The third is 17 swirling around the rne~L~ur’es the~[~seLves, i think the

18 ground water banking. There are sie.JJations when we can 18 Fish group did a tremendous Job trying too bridge Some of

19 export water through the Joint poln[but you simply don’t 19 the differences that have existed on those measures.
PI~ have any Place to PUt it. In the st’~3£t term. -~e certainly are not at a point where we can say there’s

Pl ~e can Put some of that ~ater into the San -~1 total concensus, but I thin~’, at the sE~me time tae’re

P~ Luis Re3ervoir, but if San I_uis Is al~out to be filled it ~ reeLirLg a Lot ~r~3Pe comfortable ~Lth the Fact they have

23 Would be nice to have some ground ~Ja~er storage to be 23 beer modified to be more flexible, better adapted to

24 able to make sure that we got that water avallable when -~4 hydrology, most tools in there to try to make them work

2S we need it. So ground ~ater ban~Kir~g In some Form or _~5 more effectively both for fi~:~h al3d water Supply.
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1 another is another tool that we’re Looklr~ at. 1 So we think we made some great strides in

2 There’s a number of different place~3 where 2 that arena. That process Will noJt end. The fish proup

3 that might go. Current water bank, couple places that 3 in some form wI LL continue to exist to help us trY’ to

~ tlatt has Suggested that he’s been negotiating that we’LL ~ monitor or track the measres to m~ke sure we’re getting

S be wor~in9 on over the next COUpLe weeks to see if we Can S the intended benefits out o£ them.

6 firm UP those Supplies. _ 6 Beyond that. I think there’s been

7 And then Fourth, Land retirement {s 7 certainly a lot or concern expre~ed about the tools

8 something we have Listed as a Potential tool. ~ most of 8 themselves. On the envir~menta[ side there’s Concern

9 YOU know there’s a CVP[A land retirel~nt progra~ that is 9 that the purchases that we envision on the Sacr’ame~to

11~ under Way. it Is difficult to esti~m~te exactly ~t 10 side are high priority purchases and So we’re goir~g to be

11 bet3efits we ml~t get from that. I~ some cases the 11 cl.oseLy [oo~ing at that to the extent those Line up with

12 interior ~JILL be buying Land and water ~d in other cases 1;) high priority ~ and ~ purchases ~d Priorities up

13 Just the Land. So we have not attemPted to put an>’ kind 13 iR that pant ol~ the s~’ster~.

14 of water supply gain or water Liability gain on that, 14 Secondly, the environmental co~Jnity has

15 But we do think it’s appropriate to e~hasize that the 15 raIseJ~ Issues With regard to COSIL sharirLg fo~’ those

16 department does intend to begin more ~ggrassiveLy 16 purchases. Their argument hEL~ been in effect, we are

17 Implementing the Land retirement pro~l~am as part of" C’~P|A 17 using ecosystem restoration mone~ for both lnstrea~ flow

18 and certainly that will provide Some Water SL~3oLY 18 needa, but also to help offset impacts. {f that’s the

19 reliability benefits even in the shcE’t ter~l. 19 CaSe they argue there Ought to be some cost sharing

2~i ]’nose 8{’e the basic tools that are under -~0 there.
21 discussion right now. ~te have not ~ork out all the _~1 ~Je are fully evaluating all potential

2;) details, but I think the bottom Line Is we’re Looking at _~2 Sources that we have to try to make these measures ~rk.

23 in effect increasing the size of the pie as Ca[Fed i5 ~3 A5 ~st

2~ tr~i~ to do {n the Lp~-ter~ i~ the ~ort ~er~ period to 2~ ec~yste~

25 ~ovide more ~ater for fi~ ~d aL~ to try to offset ~5 have avai
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ThirdlY, they are concerned ~out the 1 ~. H~I~: g~t to get a talc.
Joint point of diversion, exEtlY how that’s QO{~ to be 2 ~. ~: ~Bt~ all right, t c~ speak
implemented. So we need to do so~ more ~ork with all 3 From mY seat,
sides to cl~iry exEtly how that’s Qoi~ to be 4 ~. ~IG~:
operating. S ~. GREF: When this ~endB Item

On the water supply side or the 6 noticed, originally ~ ! ~derstood it from a
~riculturBL side they Ee also raisin9 concerns ~t 7 conversation I h~ with ~Y Se~[rk. one of ~e purposes
~counting ~d the me~ure5 theBseLve5. Their PrinciPal 8 of it w~ to he~ a response rro~ the Bupe~ of
concern see~ to be ~ i~Ue that I’ll c~LL Linkage 9 Reclamation to Issues ~hat c~e up at the L~t

between the ~ures ~d the tools, le ~etI~Q regEdtnQ Vestl~ds ~Bter use over the
~ ~ike s~Id ~ he ~ the l~9uage, o~ 11 couPLe ye~s {n rEticuLE, ~d ~er ti~ somehow that

position is that we are equally CO~{tted to both in the 12 has slipped From the scene here. at le~t t see Patrick
p~K~e, that it has to be ~ PEkBge deal. And I think 13 there but Bure~ ~d Roger Patte~on who I ~der~tood

final proposal, ~e’pe co~Itted with all of our enepg~ 15 ~wever. ~he issue bears on the B2

~d OUr resources to m~e both the t~L5 ~opk ~d t~ 16 discussion So I put these matepl~ Up. ~e~ B~o

~e5 Work be~lnnln9 with the next water 7e~. 17 in the appendix of the Decker that we have here So peopEe

~e water ro~s have B[SO raised ~ ~5UE 18 C~ refer to them ~hepe also.

of ~hat they call ~e outlier ~e~ which is to ~e~ that 19 Secondly, I Just w~t to ~nt I thank

through these tools we ma~ be ~Le to offset the i~ts ~0 Patrick for his cliff]cation at the end of hls remarks.

on averse but there ma~ be so~ sl~ations, we’re not 2~ but ~ ~ou ma~ have he~d e~Liep In the da~ I said that

sure how m~Y ~eBP5, ~B~e IB pepcebt of the ~eaPs, u~pe ~ I u~ concerned ~out [he ~, upb~ t~eovep of the
the ]~Bct5 W~e ~Ite a bit higher ~ the av~e 23 discussions ~d he w~n’t co.lately cLeE I ~ess
nu~eps. ~ ~hy I might have been Concerned ~out that.

So we’re having So~ ~UPther dlscussl0~ ~5 Vhat tr~sp{red ~ J~es galdo the
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I BI~OUt hOW -- to what extent we C~ I~u~Lp deal With that I facilitator of the ag, urba~ discussions who hB~3, Bs you

~ situation through the too~ that we’ve 9at. ~ know. ~F in papt~cu[~ h~ obJected to throughout the

3 So that’s a ~ick s~y of the ProPosaL 3 L~t nine months or eleven ~nths ~ a potential ~diat~

4 on the ~asur~ side and the tool5 side, so~ of the 4 for three-way discussio~s LEgeLy bec~se of his role In

5 reEtlons that we’re heEin9 in ter~ of the process, ge 5 also ~diatin9 the State water ~oject sett~Rt of Late

6 have another meetly9 this afternoon ~ith the ~Bter users 6 1994 ~hich e~Luded environmentaUsts rpo~ p~ticipation

7 and the ~v[Po~e~taL co~nity, ge had ~what of a 7 sent the notice out sBYin9 come to Mr, ~aLdo’s office or

B mIscom~nlcation how the meeting w~ set up. ~{~{n~LL~ 8 co~ to B £opu~ Sponsored b~ him to discuss ~ B2

9 some of ~e water user Folks said ~e’re under the 9 situBt{~.
1B tmppessi~ that it was Just with t~ Few ad ro~s. ~e le I felt that was whoLL~ in~proprtate to

11 ~rPected that but we didn’t get Out B notice -- 11 invite envir~me~tBLists to such a 9Btherin9 but I guess

1~ unfortuR~teL~ We didn’t get OUt a notice on interi~ I~ now the clarification is that the Federal officials ~e
13 Letterhead to clarify that we in fact are ~unnin9 the 13 the host. not Mr. ~aLdo, ~d ~F ~iLL aDPea~,
14 ~etin9 and we W~t ~LL 5ides thepeJ: So we w~t to ~e 14 Now to the substance of what ~e’re talking

1S sure that message 9ets out. 15 ~out. First Let ~ sa~ there Ee maJo~ posttiv~ I~ ~e

18 BeTond that we’pe 8L~ going to continue 16 B~ decision that w~ renounced L~t week. Ppob~L~ the

17 to meet ~ith all sides both toge~e£ ~d sep~BteLy to 17 most i~ort~t single one is ~at we finally have a

18 try to put together ~ ~ike said a PEKBge that helP5 us 18 decision of ~ kind five yeEs a~tef the p~s~e of

19 all ~ve forwEd. We do StilL ~ticlPBte havi~g a final 19 CVPIA almost to the daY. Five yES ~d B d~Y iR let,

2B decision on November 2Bth. ~en we C~ C~tinue to build ~0 af~er the bill ~Bs signed Into L~ by ~ldent Bb~.

21 upon ~ PEt of this pp~s. ~1 Sec~dLy, there ~e a Lot of 9oo~ fish

22 ~. ~t~: ~s Pat. ~s Nike. ~2 ~Bs~es in there that will be Protective of Fish ~
23 Questions. Co~nts. To~. _ ~3 wildlife in the ecosyste~ ~d fi~ ~d wildlife set’vice

2~ ~. ~EF: Yes. ~{ngly I have two 2~ ~ould be co.anted for~d that.
25 overheads. 25 ~ird, ~d this h~ LEgely gore u~oticed
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1 In the Last few days, the decision Pr~acticallY If not 1 tools, t SLIppoae this Is -- I’m going on probably too
2 explicitly reJects the position token by Governor ~/i lson 2 Long as it is, so I’m not going to deal with those
3 8~qd by a significant number of state Legislators In 3 explicitly, but Let me Just say for the record we will be
4 August when they took the view that no additional water, 4 addressing those In other places,

5 federal water, beyond the Bay-Delta Accord could be 5 I wi ii question though In general whether
6 dedicated to a fish protection. That obviously is [tot 6 there Is any need fo~ tools. That’s where these charts
7 the case and wasn’t the case then an~ a Lot of People 7 come In. The principal point of the tool is to -- use of
8 wasted a Lot of time responding to that, 8 these tools ~uppesedLy is to make the west side San
8 Finally, sort of a ~chnlcaL point of 9 JoaouIn valley agricultural contractors whole.

1~ view, the baseline being used here and this ts slightly 10 And as we know, over’ the Last several
11 beyond mY expertise, but I’m told by the people who know 11 year~ there have been Large outcries from the west side
!2 that sort of stuff that the baseline used for the fish 12 about how many water shortages they have been forced to
13 measures Is sort of a operational a~qd medeLiPL9 baseline 13 endure and that the Central Valley ProJect has reduced
14 Is e good one. There are however major problems with the 14 their contractual deliveries bY a significant amounts
15 B2 decision, let me throu out a c~Le or them. Patrick 15 even in years that were wet.
16 kind of alluded to several of them already. 16 So the point of the chart on the right in
17 First, there’s no accounting for the eight 17 particular is to show that in the Last two ye~’5 this
18 hundred thousand acre feet. fie don’t know whether eight 18 year and Last year, the deliveries to the ~qeatla~ds water
19 hundred thousand acre feet is baling dedicated to fish arid 19 district in particular have beer ~’ar above their
2!~ wt LdLife or not, That’s kind of be|ng hidden In the -~0 contractual deliveries. Their co]~tract ts a mi LLion one
;)1 so-called package. _~1 fifty, their deliveries over those two years, one three
£2 Secondly and equally Importantly the 22 ninety-two and one four thirty-seven.
£3 different ways CVPIA set out for protecting fish and 23 Some Of those are transfers. Those don’t
24 wI Ldlife and for in particular reaciqi;qg the prime goal of _~4 count. But a big category there is ~pplementaL water"

25 that statute, Prime environmental 90at of doubting .~5 which to this day neither of the bureau nor ~estLands has
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1 natural Production of ~atomous fish, there were several 1 adeduatety described. And for comparison, which Is very
2 distinct Provisions in the Law. 2 interesting, In these Last two ye.~s the average water
3 Shorthand among them were 81, B2, B3. B1 3 use for the firs[ four months of the respective W~,ler
4 being reoperatlon. B2 beirL9 dedicated water. And B3 4 years, that’s the third Line from the bottom six hu~d~ed
5 being restoration fund -- USe of restoration fund monies 5 twenty-four thousand in one year ~d five hundred and
6 Particularly for water purchases. 6 nine thousand in another welt eXCeded the average that

7 ~/hat this package does is it combines all 7 gestlands received over the ten /ears prior to the
8 three, put there all tn one hand to unravel, maybe 8 alleged environmental constraints of ESA and CLe~l ~tater
9 Impossible to unravel group so that you can’t tell 9 Act, recent Bay-Delta Accord and so on ca~e Into play.

lg whether -- which of those particular mechanisms is being 1{} If you Just Look at that for the Last two ye~ YO# see a
11 used or which combination is being L~Sed In the adoption 11 story of not shortages but surplus.
12 of particular flsh measures or for that matter so-catted 12 Then the chart on the left is compl Led --
13 tools. 13 was compi led by Trine Schneider of E]3F. it’s an attempt
14 And that raises a big problem because from 14 to understand ~hy when one asks the bureau end gestLands
15 a Legal point of view, someone counseled the Secretary of 15 for specific water supPLy numbers one gets all kiRds of
16 the Interior to make an Inherent fi~ln9 that no 16 different Stories at different times. That ~ateriaL
17 additional measures are required ove-r.: the r~ve years rot " 17 is -- a~aln we have been expecting a response for’ r~3nths
18 fish and wildlife protection. A ~Inding that normally 18 but haven’t yet received.
19 one would have thought would have been based on science 19 ~/hat it shows is the bureau rate book
2@ but that Is required by l~ if water that otherwise would _~ shows very different deliveries to ~/estLands than
21 have been dedicated to fish and wildlife within the eight _~1 ~estlands shows. #garlands itself shows different
22 hund{’ed thousand acre feet could not be used for that £2 numbers and different pieces of correspondence and so on.
23 purpose but could be delivered to contractors. _~3 So maybe BDAC meeting we’LL finally Join that issue with
24 There are sPecific p~obLems with the _:4 the bureau. | don’t know.
25 particular fishery fish measures and With particular 25 But it does raise the auestion wh~ are we
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1 implementing these tools to benefit particularly the 1 That’s certainly an i~sue that continues
2 Westlands Voter District and the west side? It doesn’t 2 to be raised. I think we feel given the Lack of
3 compute. 3 consensus on accounting that it makes sense as a package

4 And then to make matters worse why are we 4 to focus on what are the measures we want to implement

5 using the CVPIA Restoration Fund and Bay-Delta Security 5 for flsh for the next five years and beyond and then
6 Acts monies which were explicitly LLmited and are 6 let’s use all the tools We have available to try to both
7 explicitly Limited tn la~ to use for environmental 7 meet those measures and try to mthlmIze the Impacts of

8 restoration for these purposes? 8 meeting those measures where we can. ~/e think that’s
9 That it seems to me ~s a set of questions 9 consistent with the act and Is also the best way to help

11~ that all of us ought to address, The CalFed program 10 move this process forward tn a Nay that’s consistent with
11 ought to address, the federal government should rethink, 11 CalFed.
12 and is up for discussion. 12 fiR. D1ADIGAN: Sunne.
t3 i1~. DIADIGAN: Thank You. Mike or Patrick, 13 MS. tlcPEAK: Dlichael and Patrick, do you
14 do either one of" YOU want to respond to Tom’s points? ,14 concur ~n the numbers that are up there?

15 FIR. SPEAR: gel.l, I particularly want to 15 ~. SPEAR: I haven’t the slightest. I’ve

16 respond by thanking him for those goods thin~s that he 16 never seen those numbers before s~ I don’t know,
17 found although that was a minor part of the overall 17 fiR. i-IADIGAN: Brant galdo of the Bureau of

18 discussion. 18 Reclamation, go ahead.

19 As far as the latter points, you’re 19 fiR. WALOO: ChalEman, we have been In
20 largely talking about the toolbox, and I think we _~0 receipt of several letters and correspondence between

21 acknowledged on Friday that that was the part of the _~1 both Tom Graft’ at EDF and Dave ~orth at !4estlands. Dave
22 overall package that needed the mes~work. That’s ~hat 22 ~orth has submitted to us what he understands what
23 we’re continulr~ to do these next three weeks. The .~3 ~Jestlands’ deliveries to have been for the last ten years
24 meeting this afternoon continues ar~ this is all _~4 and we have our staff ~ reviewing these numbers as well
25 Information that will be brought to bear I’m sure. I .~5 as looking at our o~n records.
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1 mean, we do not disagree that we hove a lot or work to be 1 i’/S. NOTTOFF: N’e they in the back of our

2 done on making the toolbox work for ~LL sides. 2 package?
3 tlR. HADIGAN: Okay. Other comments, 3 ~R. WALDO: No, they are not. The

~i HaPpen, 4 correspondence, Yes.
5 t~. DUNNING: I aPologize, this is a 5 MS. NOTO~F: The correspondence you’re
6 pretty basic question but I haven’LaZLeqded any or these 6 referring to is at the back of the packet.
7 92 meetings. Patrick, is it Interior-s position that the 7 i’lR. ~/ALDO: Yes. ExactlY.
8 toolbox measures are mandated by CVPIA? And if so can 8 tlR. 6RAFF: Not page two of a couple of
g you explain where that’s found in t~ CVPIA? 9 the Letters.

10 rlR. PATTERSON: No. f/hat we’re saying in 1~ I~. WALDO: So we are revlewlr~ both our
11 the proposal, as l’like said, is we view this as a Package. 11 records as ~ell as theirs for Consistency to See ~here
12 CLearly, the La~ requires us to implement 91. 1~2. and 83. 12 there may be discrepancies or ~the~e there maybe
13 We are doing that to the extent to which 13 consistencies and Roger had hoped to present that at this
14 the tools are using 91, 92, and B3 one can argue whether 14 meeting but was unable to do SO. So we will Probably do
15 or not they are mandated. 15 that at the next meeting. At the very Least we will

16 What we have said in the proposal as ~li~e 16 co.it to providing a Letter to Tom which ts currently
17 sold, Is ~e are moving ahead ~tth both parts of this 17 being drafted baaed on the data we’lll find out in the
18 package, both because the Law requires that we move ahead 18 next couple weeks, That’s ~here It stands at Least with

19 with implementation of CVPIA and because we think the 19 the bureau.
28 tools are essential to do so in a way that minimizes _~0 tlR. IdADIGAN: Q~ay. Thanks.
21 water supply and backs and allows us to move forward. SO _~1 rlS. rlcPEAK; It’s helpful to get clarified
22 I kno~ I’m not directly answering your -- It’s hard to 22 what went on when I had asked it be scheduled fo~ ~his
23 In -- the ideas was to ta~e some of the yield a~ay and -~3 meeting. I’m gathering, Lasts. [t was that Roger was
24 dedicate It to environment ~hlch surrered so ~reatLy fro4~ 24 not available but you’re committed to Roger and the
25 the CVP. _35 bureau being here on Becember 12.
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1 ~. S~: If that’s the uish of this 1 ~ort. I believe it’5 only t~en~ days. So ~ Lot needs
~ bod~, ce~tainL~. ~ to h~pen ~lthin a Sh~t period of time. But ~e do ~t

3 ~. HCE~: I ~t ~o ask, ~. Chalr~, 3 to co,end Interior ~ getti~ us this rE b~se L~t
~ if t~Pe’s an~ objection Eo~d the table. 4 ~ear ue uere not there vet. A Ce~ ~onth5 ~o ~e ~ere not
5 ~. ~OlG~: ~at ~ou[d be entirely 5 there.
6 ~p~oprlate. ~so[uteW. 6 ~. ~IG~: ~ /ou, RosemE~. Bob
7 HS. ~: I thought it was to be 7 ~d then Stu.
8 scheduled. ~d so everybody’s credit i~ on the Line 8 ~. R~: ~ce ~a~n I ~ flaying
9 {ncLudln~ mine ~out ~hen I Sa7 ~en I thought t~re w~ 9 ~under. at the net that the~e Is no coherent baL~ce

1~ concurr~ce that it ~ouLd be on the a~enda that it dt~’t le shee~ for ~a~er co--Lion in California. It’s
11 ~peE on the ~enda. So now I’m ~erin9 aL~o 11 ~tlcuLEW true of a9 ~ater. ~d is it unreason~Le to
12 ever~y eLse’s question how co~ It’s not on ~e _ 12 know ~ho gets how ~ch water? ~ people or California
13 ~e~a. 13 o~ the ~ater, ~hy c~’t ge be told ~ho gets gun
1~ ~. ~1~: ~n. 1~ invest~nt? ~ho gets ou~ ~ater?
15 ~. NOT~F: ~int o~ cL~ificatio~ 15 ~is gets back to a Cund~ntaL Issue.

16 Sunne, to ~s~er your question, cent~inLy i~ you Loo~ at 16 T~ne’s no b~e -- there’s no comment b~eLine tha~ I
17 this Letter rPom Dep~tment or Interior it says it 17 c~ be suns is ~c~ate ~hen ~e ~e ~ater rlg~es. ~d

18 concurs that these rulers ~e carrot. Right Brent? 1 18 it ~e~ to me maybe the California eater Co~iss~on
19 ~ you signed the Lette~. 19 might c~sider this matter. Have YOU even talked about

2B ~. gA~O: 1 said, ~, tt concurred that 2~ ~his or ~e y~ satisfied ~lth ho~ ~ater use Is reported?

21 this ye~’s numbens ~e c~Pect. Not all of ~estL~ds 21 Hou consu~tlon is nepo~ted in California?

£2 numbers ran the L~t ~en ye~s are ~rect. 22 ~. ~IG~: Fair-question. ~at’Sa

~3 ~. NOTT~: But the n~bers on this 23 f~t. There certainly ~e. you kno~, stacks of repor~
24 chEt. ~24 that purport to represent CaLifo~ia’s ~ater ~e, but I
25 ~. g~DO: ~e nu~er5 on the ch~t on ~25 think the way you’ve fred the question I5 fair.

~ PAGE 98 ~ PAGE 1~}

1 the boa~d, ye~. No. L/ell keep in mind what we talked 1 ~IR. RAAB: Are you referrtn~ to

~ to, If YOU t~K at the Letter, one miLLion z~ t~ee 2 t~Les~
3 ZepO Is c~p~t. WestL~ WiLL pecEive UP to that 3 ~. ~IG~: Yes.
~ ~ount under its allocation ~ls yeE. ~at is ninety 4 ~. R~: They don’t CUt it in my mind.
5 Perc~t of their control 5uppLv. ~at is what that 5 Th~s is a 9god exile of the r~rtlnQ J~t isn’t there.
6 Letter 5~. 6 At [e~t we don’t believe -- l don:t beueve
7 ~. M~IG~: Rose~w_ 7 relicts or credible.
8 ~. K~AI: I Just ~ted to m~e some 8 ~. M~IG~: ~av. ALL ri~t.
9 ~eneraL counts ~d not reaLL~ J~[ Locus on one ~ater 9 ~ou. Stu.

1B user. I thi~ Tom is right. ~e have co~ a Long WaY, 1~ ~. PY~: Somehow I have failed to 9rBSP
11 ~d We reaLL~ ~preclate Interior’s eTForte on this, 11 the issue [hat we’re ~atln: wi~ here. 1 ~derst~d the
1~ although we do have concerns ~out ~ pk~. ~d l ~lnk 1~ anno~cement or the settlement o~ the B~ waters, the
13 Patrick ~ntioned averse We~ i~ts. 13 Joint statement put out b~ the B~e~ or Fl~ ~d
14 I thin~ ~e need to continue to resolve the 1~ giLdLife, but I Fail to 9ra~ why ~d how the discussion
15 issues, and I think that the st~ehoEder pr~ess needs to 15 of VestL~ds water use enters into ~is. ~eth~ there’s
16 continue ~d brln9 in the envIro~ntaL co~nltw ~ ~ch 16 some cb~ge ~alnst either ~e Bure~ ~ the Fl~ ~d
17 ~ POSS~bLe Just B5 the ~ com~ni~ ~ ~b~ 17 gikdklFe of i~roper Etions ~ if it h~
18 co~nltv have co~ to the table. 18 the deLiberati~s of BD~ I c~ ~ that having
19 I thi~ that the I~ort~ce in the Linkage 19 settlement of the eight hundred t~usand ~re feet of
9e to the Lon~ t~m Ca~ed solution Is ~oln9 to be I~ort~t ~e water {s i~ort~t to operators ~ they begin to tr~ to
~1 In this, ~d to focus on -- I thi~ Mike said It eELl~, ~1 figure out how to integrate that into current operations,
~2 9etti~ bett~ to,ether, bringing the environment ~d £~ ho~ them need to ~gment it ~d ~et It with ~ditionaL
~3 water ~ers to c~se~us. __ ~3 fLous ~d ~ ~orth.
~ ~ also believe that even thou~ ~e need to ~ But it co, Lately befuddL~ ~ ~ to why
25 keep proc~5 ~vl~,    the court period is v~, ver~ ~5 BDAC i5 bein~ presented with a c~e or ~F ch~ges
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1 ~JestLands or the Bure~ with some type or maLfe~ce in 1 back ~d protect the ecosystem ~d the C~ users r~ve

2 ~vin9 water Eound California ~d why that ~ould be 2 made the c~e they ~e ~Rtributi~Q ~d that’s a

~ 3 brought before this fo~m. 3 legitimate ~gu~nt, ~ey ~e saying ~e Ee already

~ ~. ~l~: Hap, 4 contributing to that. But C~tributin9 to ~hat?

5 ~. ~. D~NING: ~hy don’t we try ~d 5 I ~ that’s ~hy it’s such a big lssue.

6 ~sweP Stu’5 question. I think it’5 a good ~estion. 6 I think that Stu’s point, why does it C~e to bee 8DAC,

7 Let ~ give you my ~s~er ~d see t[ It helps at all. 7 it’s Just i~rtaqt for us to uR@rstand all of these

:,- 8 Ti~ and ~aiR in E BDAC df~uss[o~s ~e 8 piece, ~d CVPIA Is ~ big piece of Our overall solution

9 see~ to Co~ bEk to assur~ce5 ~d Put a ~eat deal of 9 to CalFed.
I~ weight on assu~ces ~d in the environmental coElty 1 le ~. ~IG~: ~n.

11 think there’s ~ sense ~at ~e L~ at CVPIA 11 ~, NOTT~F; ~eLL. I don’t W~t to point

12 i~lementat{oR to see all rl~t ~ so~e~i~’s in blEk 12 Out 5o~t~inQ that ] guess I ~i~ Kind of discording,

13 ~d white ~d P~t in a Sole~ ~ay by the conEe~ ~hat 13 ~d that is that B2 i5 e~y co~ed to CalFed. ~d ~hat

14 really h~pens. Bo we get what ~e e~ected? 14 ~ think the Lessen to be LeEred there ~d the re~ {

15 ~d the ~s~er I 9et fro~ Patrick is ~eLL 15 th~ the StaFf in making ti~ on the BDAC ~enda to

18 the Q~ern~nt’s Qo{~ to i~Le~nt ~e Law if we c~ 16 discuss this is we’ve he~d the reports bEk from ~me of

17 ~er the people who ~{~t be dis~v~taQed b~ ~e l~. 17 the bFe~out grouPS ~d each One O£ those ta~ed, I think

18 If it kind of reminds me of say{no Ira tax payer owes 18 quite cle~ly, ~out the concept or either getting ~orse

19 money to the goveF~Bent ~e’re only ~tng to coLLec~ those 19 together or getting bett~ toget~r.

~e ta~s when ~e C~ make YOU ~hoLe In ~e othe~ ~aY~ 2~ ~ I th{~ tha~ that concerns that a
21 CVPIA ~ a p~o~ise bY the congress that 21 nu~er of us have is that So~ people see~ to be QettJ~

~2 after dec~e~ Of degradation to ~e~nvironmen~ From the ~2 better th~ others in this SoLuti~. ~d I think that,
~3 C~IA Someth{n~ ~ouLd be dare. ~d ~e of the ~or ~3 ~ou E~o~, it’s instructive ro~ Us to t~ ~d ~oid that
~ things ~ have ~eaLL~tion of the eight hurled ~4 and be ~re equit~Le i~ the CaLFed ppoc~.

~5 thous~d ~Fe feet. ~d it’s been ~ difficult to get ~5 ~. ~1~: ~ you. SURRe.

__ PAG~Z I~?. -- PAGE Ie4

1 that done in a Way that helPS the environment in the way I tlS. rlcPEAK; Thank you. ~. Chalrm~.

2 conQress ~p~ently intended {n 1~92. 2 Lester, at the l~t ~eting In SePte~er ~e had a report

3 I don’t know tf that m~es ~y sense, Stu, 3 on B2 ~d I think JasoR and Steve ~d Tom -- p~don?

~ but to ~ It cO~S bEk to ho~ ~e really imple~nt 4 ~. ~LL: ~d Berry.

5 promises that ~e made ~hen ~ Prgg~ is ~oPted. S ~. ~cE~: ~d Berry, right -- suggested

6 ghether it’s 8 CBLFed Bay-~elta Pro~ or ~hether it’s 6 thet -- 1 ~ there ~as 8 hope or ~viRg t~gh

7 this other 1992 CVPIA progr~, 7 resolution, ~d ~tu~LLy I’B eR~uraged ~ Tom h~ said

8 ~. ~IG~: RobertQ ~hen Ann. 8 that we’re at this point with a proposed resolution here.

9 ~. B~0V0: I ~d to go bEk to ~ 9 I h~ roLLo~ed ~ that discussion tg ~k

1~ i~ue in ~hich the Way the too~ox {~ being used. Hy 1~ you hog does this fit tn to the CaLFed dlscussIo~ about

11 underst~ding is that the use o£ ~he too~ox is ~ ~ 11 the ecosystem, [he estu~y restoration or reh~iL~tati~.

12 the i~acts on the users. So ~hen ~’re buyi~ ~ater on 12 ~d in pet you responded ~e don’t now ho~ it’s

13 the Sacramento tribut~ies isn’t it part or the decJsi~ 13 Ecounted for: therefore, ho~ we ~ouLd evaluate the
1~ that the ~ater c~ be picked Up ~a~ ~d redistributed. 14 ~ai~t ~hat Is the no proJect alternative which ~su~s

1S So I thought th8~ [ha[ w~ the Li~ ~hat 15 CVPIA i~le~ntation ~d eight hundred thous~d Ere Feet

16 Tom ~ trying to Bake. But ghat ~s i~ort~t to ~e is 16 dedicated to the environment.

17 the use of the ecosys~m restorat~o~ ~und. ~d in the 17 Furthermore -- 5o I’m -- ~t l g~Rt to

18 ~PP dlscu~t~s ~d In the finance disc~sio~, those 18 ask is if you in Decoder could a~o take this ~d

19 ecodoLL~s ~e used over ~d over a~in ~ the b~ls fo~ 19 count, report on, ho~ this does relate to ~e CaLFed

28 soLvlng all of our Problem. ~d P~t of t~ problem is ~8 pP~ess ~d the account ~ you Look at ~e ~counti~

£1 they ~e not heine used fop the ec~tem restoration. ~1 ~hat this ~ans, ~hat the i~Llcatlo~ ~e fop t~ ueopLe

22 So It’s Just a really i~ort~t i~ue. £2 from restoration.
23 B~se it goes bEk to H~’s Point that we’re trying to ~3 Second Question, ~hich you ~y ~t to

2~ put together a~urances. ~d one of them is tha~ you’LL 24 count on in Dece~er but might have some initial

25 have thls fundln9 ~hich you ~i 1L ready be ~le to ~ ~5 observations, relates to ~e use ~f the doll.s,
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I ecosystem restoration dollars, for implementation here 1 maybe you can separate it out, but in many ways it

2 and how YOU see the connenction and Justification for a doesn’t make sense.
3 that, 3 This is larger package which has the

4 ttR. SNO~: Certainly we do need to Look at 4 Interest of the California people in total, but the key

5 that in more detail. I think the concept that Patrick 5 stakeholder groups of 89, urban environmental are all
6 was alluding to is one we’ve discussed In a broader 6 sitting at this table, they’re sitting around atl the

7 basis, ~nd that is, trying to develop a master funding 7 tables, and they’re Looking at any one of these pieces
8 matrix of all of the different fundlr~ sources that could 8 and pulling them out and fundamentally you get down to
9 be used for any of these beneficial activities that we’ve 9 this point of this principle We have used of ~ettir~

10 Identified. k~nether It’s land acquisition or money to 10 better together. I think that’s ~J~at Bay-Oelta’s all
11 buY water for flows or any of those kinds of activities. 11 about,
12 I think we need to Put together that funding matrix. 12 ~/e have used that principle here stepping
13 The bottom Line Is some funds wilL not be 13 into, in essence moving into a Bay-Delta way of dcing
14 appropriate to Implement some of the tools. But the 1~, bus~ness. !,t’s with everything ~th Bay-BeLt.a very
15 question there may be ~ome funds that in Fact are 15 centrally on our minds that we have structured the

16 aPProPriate, t6 decision this Way,
17 The other i~ue that’s difficult to 17 It is not Lost on us that this Isn’t a
18 evaluate at this level of detail is there could be some 18 neat CVPIA solution as written in 1992 because this Isn’t
19 conjunctive management projects that we would want to 19 1992. If we do this right, the various factions that are
2~ implement for the Long-term program that may be _=0 Sitting around this table and elsewhere continue to work
21 beneficial to dealing With these 82 flows. _ _~1 together productively as Senator Costa said Last night,
22 SO we Want to look at those to see if they =-2 and move everything forward br we can take CVPIA and
23 can be funded for purposes of long-term water supply for _~3 pretend that it’s all by Itself and separate it off and
2~ ecosystem purposes and evaluate does it make sense to do -~/~ try to reach a neat little solution as passed in
28 it now and provide these interim be~efiLs? -~5 If we do that, there’s a high poten~zlaL
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I Those ~re Issues that I don’t think I for establish -- not establishing the sort of productive

2 there’s going to be easy answers toL but I think the 2 relationships that will help this process move forward.

3 bottom Line is we need to Look at all Of the available 3 Everybody believes that this process Is where

~ fundirtg Sources ~d Local pEtnersh[Ds For funding. ~y ~ long-term ~swers Ee. For the e~viron~nt, ~or water,

S of those different tools ~ they are ~urther developed {~ 5 for a9 ~d urb~. ~d ~e have ~orked on this ~ith that
6 hopefully the next seyeral ~ee~s .... 6 thought i~ mind.

7 ~. ~PE~: WILL you~e able ~ provide a 7 Now specifically to ~other point. Having

8 fuller ~5essment or analysis of th{s on Dece~er 12? 8 ~de the ~o~cement on Friday ~d quicKLy Qetti~

~ ~. SNO~: Yes. Bec~se ~ ~e bottoQ 9 re~tion ~d as I’ve aLre~y E~Ledged, that t~re

1~ line ~y effort to look at usi~ Pr~ 2Q~ monies ~ ~Y le seem to be ~re holes {~ the tho~ht P~oc~5 on
11 of the o~eF ~nies allocated to Ca~ed Reeds to 9o 11 too~ox th~ there w~s o~ the
1~ through 8 public reYie~ proce~ ~d ~ublJc Co~ht 12 ~e a~ee ~ith that. So ~e Ee goi~ to do

13 pF~ess. ~ 13 a cr~h effort to tP~ to cons~uct somethi~ tha~ {s more
1~ ~. ~IG~: ~lKe. 1~ satisfactoP~ to the v~ious gPou~s. I suspect i[

15 ~. S~: I ~ant ta_~d~e~ sevePeL 15 not be satisfactory ~hen ~e get d~e bec~se it’s

16 points that have been brought up gain9 b~k to ~ 16 short peniod of time. But it ~{[L ver~ LikeL7 c~ be

17 things ~n said ~d, Sunne, polnt5 y~’ve raised, ~d 17 better th~ what ~e PUt out on Friday. But We have very

18 Lester’5 COUnt. 18 p~posely included the potential FoP using CaLFed ~ney

19 1 think what th{~ bri~s up is the di[e~B 19 bec~se So~ of the things we’ve talked ~out here

2~ we have feed in the CVPIA context QF this In ~e ~dst 2e the very things that Lest~ ~d ~5 Staff talked ~out

21 of B LEger Bay-Delta process trying to i~lBte this 21 yesterday and today.

22 Little piece ~d pretend that it w~ entirely separate 22 ~ this Is basically s~Yl~ let’5 get

23 from evepythi~ is going on. 23 stated o~ those because they C~ relieve so~ or

2~ ~d Roger Patterson ~d I believe that ~ Pr~sures ~d tensions and show ~er~odY, sho~ all the
25 when you Look at it that ~BY in co~t or {~ ore Sense ~S Factions that we w~t to wo~k to, thor. Fro~ the federal

P~T~ & ~SOCIA~ (2~9) ~62-3377 1~ ~TA~ ~ ~S~IA~ {~9) ~62-~77

E--01 5754
E-015754



BDAC - NOVEKIBER 5, 1997
~ PAC~E 109 SI-EET P8 ~ PAGE 111

1 side, from the 5tale side, ~d that’s ~hat we’re ur~in~ 1 It is the water ~5" belief that these
~ be brought into tht~ decision, not bec~se it neatly ~aVs ~ ~asures are over ~d ~ove the ~ht hunted ~ousand
3 that in 1992, but bec~se this doesnt have to be 3 ~re feet, ~at is point of con~oversy. ~e ~e not
~ contained In that small pE~a9e. 4 exactly t~iLled ~ith ev~y elect of this plY. For
5 gell, that’s enough. Before I r~ble on S tnst~ce, the statement Tom Just re~, the Lack of
6 too ~ch ~re. 6 linkage Is a matter of ~ concern. Bec~se ~hile the
7 ~, H~I~: Tom. 7 ~asure’s being t~en for the benefit of fl~, o~ very

8 ~. ~: I think c~cePtually I agree 8 firm toolbox me~ures ~e stlll pretty fury.

9 Mlth ~at Hike Just said, what Lester said eEller, but 9 Nevertheless, bec~se or the difficulty

1~ ~t me point out some~l~. ~hen ~ spoke eELl~ he IB with this 15sue ~d bec~se of ~hat ~ike Spear said, the

11 e~llcltly referenced, ~ dld Patri~, a sentence in the 11 need to try to integrate CVPIA ~ CalFed Into ~ overall

12 proposal ~at re~s: ~ discussed ~ove, Interior is 12 error~ to reh~i li tale the ecos~tem, ~hl le ~Intainl~

13 co~Itted to l~Lementi~ bo~ the enviro~ntal ~es 13 Mater supply reliability is a 9ogd thing ~d Me’re

15 effort, 15 ~ork for Do~h the environ~nt a~ rot the ~ater user
16 I would note that the docu~nt goes on to 16 co~nl ty.

17 saY the following, Beyond that co~ltt~nt, however, 17 l’m sure ~e’ Ll ha~ other opportunities to

18 there Is no ll~aQe between the two set5 o£ ~asures. 18 dis~ree ~out the detal Is. i ~, I Suppos8 ~ could

19 Interior ~ not attemptl~ to maintain any P~ticul~ 19 debate this oolnt by ooint today, but rr~kly ~ don’t see

2Q notion or proportl~al i~lementation or re.orally 2Q ~hat purpose It serves. Bec~se ~hl le I’ve not had the
21 ll~ed Implementation. ~ noted ~ove. one me~e 21 misfortune, others have been involved ~n this tn~ For

22 de~rlbed In ~pendlx C, the ~ater r~serve ~count i~ 22 Uterally hundreds or

23 still beln9 developed. So on. 23 ~d it Is cle~ that CVPIA and CalFed ~e

24 t think that’s very ~tructive. ~e 24 li~ed. ~ould be Unked.
25 ~ater r~erve account ~hich Is described very -- in very 25 ~hat BOAC c~ constructively do to help the process
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I rudlmentary form In Appendix C Is a~ood Idea, It’s the I along. Ve’ve got a lot o£ talent ~ound tha~ t~le

2 conJ~ctlve use idea that Lester referred to e~ller. 2 81re~y. To the extent BBAC c~ help. ~e should

3 ~hen there’s extra ~ater you want to put it somewhere. 3 it’s ~ i~ort~t issue, ~ i~ort~t p~t o~ ~ overall

~ And tt c~ then be -- beneficial use C~ then be made or 4 issue.

S that ~ater at a Later ti~ when ~ater diversions have a 5 I’m not sure ho~ Eh ~e C~ help.

6 greater environ~ntaL J~Et. 6 ParticuIEl~ ~n Eeas Like this, ~ rather ~c~e ~ater
7 ~wever, It makes a big difference whose 7 accounting which we did not Bee u~til Tom fl~hed it up

8 water that is and ~ho Pays for it. IF it’s env{ro~ntal 8 on the Screen. I don’t know how to respond to that, To~.

9 water and the public pays For It or it’s ~lre~y been 9 For one, I don’t know enough ~out ~he

le allocated to the envlron~nt as a r~lt of the 1~ bureau’s ~co~ti~g metho~ or ~tL~’. ~other, I

11 c~9ressI~B[ ~tioR in 1992, that’s one thl~. 11 didn’t see it until you Put it up O~ the screen. [ C~’t

12 If, however, that ~Bter is the~ pu~ed out 12 resp~d, ~ere’s no ~aY that anybody ~ou~d this t~Le

13 of a ground water storage ~ea such ~ the Kern water 13 really can realistically respond to it.

1~ bank at great C~t ~d it goes to the benefit o£ specific 14 So ~h~le I think ~e need to get updates

15 water users, they ~t to pBy £or it. That’5 our point. 1~ how the B2 isssue 15 going ~d h~ this is going, I’m

16 ~. ~1~: Thank ~ou. ALL ri~t. l 16 unclear ~ a foru~ what we c~ do beyond the ki~ of

17 have ~, Hall. 17 discussion ~e’ve had today ~ith the limited ~b~t OF

18 ~. ~LL: Ll~e H~, [ have not been 18 time that ~e have ev~Y CoUple of ~qths, ~hat we c~ do

19 directly involved in this ~d my ass~ss~nt or the 19 to help.

2~ situation that ~e find o~seLves In Is that lnt~ior h~ ~ So I guess I ~ouLd hope that ~e ~ouLd wish

21 t~eR 8 very ~Rtrover~i~L Issues, ~Bt is, the £1 Tom ~d ~lKe ~d the other folks i~voLved ~d speed,
22 aCCOUnting Or ~e eight h~dred tho~d Ere Feet, and ~2 bring us the Solution, Let us know when YOU’Ve got

23 For a vElety of re~o~ h~ decided not to account ~3 ~. ~1~: ~ay. ~ank you. 1 have

2~ specifically for it but has Intended -- inste~ Laid Out ~4 two requests From the Public to ~eak. David ~th

25 a PLY. £5 (phonetic) From the ~estL~ds ~8ter District Followed by
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1 Jason PeLcher from the CVP~A, 1 That means that ground water was overdraFted or -- and

2 Ilk. ORll-h Thank you. I’LL make this very 2 both hapoened -- a significant amount of Land was
3 quick and bPlef. First of all, I e~opreclate the 3 fallowed at an economic cost to the State of" California.
4 attention from the general manager From Westlands Water 4 I would suggest to you that that’s not something that we
5 District. It’s very seldom Westlar~s is in the public 5 want to try to sustain.
6 llmelight. So that is unique opportunity. 6 With respect to the discussion about the
7 Like Hr. PyLe, I fail to see a cor~qection 7 rate of us~e, year-to-date water" usage the Last two

8 between WestLB, qds wat~ supply Information and the 8 yeEs versus OLE" L(~qg-term averse, there ape a PMmber of
9 question about B2. I think the better focus has been 9 Factors there, One t5 mother nature, as You all know,

10 made a~ example of several times through this discussion. 10 defines the rate of agricultural water delivery, not the
11 We need to Look at how 82 is iI~oLeli~qte¢l. We need to 11 farmer. /~qd seco~qdLy, ~ We have trensitioned to a Less
12 make sure that not one acre foot more and not one acre 12 rella/ale water SUpply our Farmers have had to transition

13 foot Less of the water allocated to the fisJqery under 13 to signif’icant different cropping Patterns that change
14 CVPIA ts used properly and efficiently and for maxin~Jm 14 the water demands. Doesn’t increase our total demand, it
15 benefit for the mtJLtlple purposes of the CVP. 15 Just Changes the way the water’s ~DPlied From aw)nth to
16 I would Like to taLKJust a COUple minutes 16 month.
17 about the data up here. I don’t Want to bore you but I 17 Last point I want to make is the data on
18 wi LL say that I did CO4"respond, you have a Letter In your 18 the Left screen is very simply e)~pLained. ]]’~Pe 8$’e
19 packet today of some information that I provided BDAC in 19 going to be differences when you try to take the buree~J’s

2Q September that fully explained the sources of Westlands 90 rate book for the Period October through September and

21 water supply. 21 Isolate one of our two accounts and try to compare it
2"~ We have successfully accessed the ~4ater 22 against the repre~entatlon that I’ve made in a monthly
23 market. Something Hr. G~afF himself had Sugs~ested that 23 newsletter" to mY water users about my total CVP

24 we do. Tiqe supplemental water supply COmeS from a 24 allocation For a different time period.

25 I~JLtltude of sources and represeAqts a very creative and 2S Again i’d be happy to sit down with Hr.
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1 somewhat drastic attempt to meet the needs and sustain 1 Graft and his staff or anybody e~e Interested to

2 agriculture in the central valley of California. 2 reconcile those differences. There’s nothing to hide.
3 As Hr. Waldo reported. I submitted to him 3 There’s no acandle here. What you have is a district
4 this morning a ten-year history of gestLands water supply 4 that is Struggling to SUrVive SO~ pretty uncertain uater
5 data. I would be happy to present that to each and every 5 times, and we’re constructively tj3 try to resolve the B2
6 member of BDAC, I would invite tlf. Gf’aFf and his Staff 6 issue.
7 to come to our district and Look aLOe records. 1 have 7 Last request I have is if in Fact Bi)AC
8 nothing to hide. 8 decides next month that it wants to have a Full
9 The ten-year data is ~oing to shaw 9 explanation of £!estlands" water supply history bac2, to

10 somethirt9 that Is unrefutabLe. £/e ~ave been impacted by 10 the )’ear 19~ when our original contract was executed,
11 CVPIA ImPLementation. Our Long-term water supply under 11 I’d request that l also be placed on that agenda and have

12 contract has been Less than 70 percent In the preceding 12 that opportunity to speak as well. Thank YOU.
13 ten-year period. 13 rlR. i-IADIGAN: You have my assurance If
14 The numbers UP here show Substantial 14 fact BDAC wants to explore VestLands" water supply back
15 percentages of Full contract In 1997-98 and 1996-97. We 15 to the year 1963 you Wi LL be a Part of the progrB~iL
16 all need to recall that those were two of the wettest 16 tlR. DUNNING: Without untaking all that,
17 years in recorded California historY, and you only need 17 I Just quickly want to ask I’lr. Orth whetlqer he’s saying

18 to go back two more years prior to see the above-normal 18 the two hundred -- nearly two huI~dred thirty thousand
19 precipitation period of 1993-94 where WestLands" contract 19 acre foot suopLementaL water entry For this year is From
-=~ allocation was five hundred a~d seveTq~Y-five thousand 20 the market? Are those market transfers
-31 acre feet instead of the million orte~ fifty that we’re 21 FIR. ORTH: It’s all market acquis~tibn.

~_2 entitled to. 22 FIR. tIADIGAN: Thank you.

_=3 Our total deliveries 1[~ that year were 23 i’lR. rtADIGAN: Jason.
_=4 slightly over one ml Ltlon acre feet. ~alnst a demand of 24 rlR. rEtCHIng: Yes_ I’m Jason PeLcher, the
~_5 one Point four to one Point five million in our district. 25 manager of the Central Valley Water Association and
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i. I contrary to uhat others suggested e~ller t think you 1 environmental imerovement as well ~ Water supply

2 should Just give up on the whole CaLFed thine a~d 2 improvement that there needs to be more of a phased
3 dedlcate all your time and energy ~restling with CVPIA 3 approach. We need to -- end this goes with the
4 issues. Thanks. No. 4 between Fish actions and toolbox ~- we need toJaave a

~ 5 1 do want to comoliment ttike and Roger 5 gradual phased ra~tplne up of these actions so we can make
:’: 6 Patterson and Patrick and Secretar~Garamendl for the 6 sure we’re getting the maximum environmental benefit and

7 work they’ve been doing here. It’s been hard. IF we’ve 7 water supply benefits simultaneously.
8 spent hundreds and hundreds of hours of meeting they’ve 8 Assurances are talked about a lot.

! 9 spent ten times that. Because they have to work with us, 9 There’s -- that’s work yet to be~or~e. ~e have three
18 they have to work among th~emselves and then they have to 18 weeks to out an assurances package together that I think
11 do this thing with 9ping back to !Jashineton and trying to 11 it wi LL end up being the glue tbaf~ holds us together if
12 work with those people. They’ve had a hard pull. /~nd I 12 It’s going to hold together.
13 really appreciate the commitment to the notion that ~e’LL 13 ~/e’re also c~ncerqtTed that the package is

14 all get better together. The secretary spoke at Length 14 not explicit about water supply beneflta we will get out
15 about that on Friday. ~te certainly et3preciate that. And 15 of thts package. And I know it might be offer~ive to
16 I also want to compliment you. Hike. On your recognition 16 some of the environmental community, but we really do
17 and putting tt on the table and let’s deal with the fact 17 what we think of when we say get better together, that
18 these ~ssues ace all interconnected. There’s no 18 means we war, t some improvements i~ the water SUPplY

i 19 separating In the final analysis CVPIA from CalFad. 19 infrastructure in the deal here.
20 Patrick did a good Job of articulating 28 And to help yo~J understand maybe a bit

21 some of" our concerna, t Just wanted to highlight six 21 where that perspective comes rrom~ if we look at ’92 and
22 concerns. Concern number one is that the fish rheasurea 22 the environmental commlttment that was made for the CVP,
23 far and exceed what Interior can hera to do with the B2 23 by the CVP, if we Look at the accord, the additional
24 water. That gives rise to the need For a toolbox and a _~4 million acre Feet, if if we look at the huge revenue

25 package. And ~qile we share with Tdm~-- we have _~5 stream that’s gofne through ecosystem resteratior~ 1 have
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1 fundamental disagreements, we do shoe a desire to see an 1 a hard time going back to my member agencies and saying
~ accounting for how the water’s being used. Both from a 2 you can see, of course, we’ve had a very balanced and
3 water perspective by acre foot and ~here but also a 3 approach to 5plying or probleras o&ter the last few years.
4 biological accounting ~hat the benefits derived from 4 t can’t say that because I can’t Point to any system
5 those actions were. 5 improvements that have occurred. I would bring to

re That is a frustration that we’ve Lived 6 peoples attention, if we had not had fLo~ flows on the

7 with for five years now, and dependFng how this package 7 San Joaquin River, particularly if we had hadn’t had it
8 comes together we may have to Live With that frustration 8 this year, it would be fresh in our minds that we have a
9 even Further into the future becE~Jse my read on what 9 mi ltlon acres With a sixty percent supply on the west

18 interior in Dart is trying to do is say, Look, we could 1@ side, ~hat are you talking about yet another layer of
11 Just devour ourselves with time and ~qergy on the ~qole 11 Fish hatcheries for. So we got to keep in mind tjroet is
12 accountability and Statutory interpretation. ~Jhy (fon’t 12 hydrologically a reality out there even though we haven’t

13 we leal~frog forward and Put a Package togethar that gets 13 seen it because of three wet years.

14 the water in the field ar In the rIYar -- ! wish -- in 14 I would -- my closing comment is -- has to
15 the river to do the maximum amount of 9pod for the fish 15 do with the next three weeks. 1 .think we’ve got a lot of
16 in the shortest amount of time ..... 16 uork to do and I hope that all of YOU wi LL us. all the

17 The second Point Is 1 think the -- many~of 17 stakeholders car~ get togetD~r and try to make this

18 the toolbox measures are going to take more time to 18 packa£e come together in a constructive way over the next
-:: 18 develop and Put in place. I think Patrick recognized 18 three ~eeks. It’s going to be very, very difficult given

28 that that’s a concern of ours and Wouldn’t anticipate 28 how far a~art we are. But I think we’ve 9or to remember
21 that the toolbox measures will be available on the scale -~1 that -- I hope -- well, at Least I hope we can recognize
22 that where we’re all kind of hoping For at this point as 22 that we all have the same 9pals In mind tn the arid and
23 ’88 unfolds. _ @3 getting to the point where we c~n recoonize we have the
24 That gives rise to the need or something ~4 5~1~e goal5 and actuate a Program that get5 us there i5
25 that we think to make a Logical packable here ~qd LoQical .~5 901~ to be a real challenge, particularly ~rnen !t’s so

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2EF3) 462-3377 118 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2.~3) 462-3377 121.~

E--01 5757
E-015757



BD/~3 - NOVEI18ER 5, 1997
~ PAGE 121 SHEET31 ~ PAGE 123

1 easy to fight. Thank you. 1 general overview of the kinds of comments that we got

2 i~. I’IADIGAN: Thank You. Steve. 2 fr~ people.

3 ~. HALL: ~hat I hope ~i Ll be closin~ 3 ~ of the prlm~ co~ents ~e he~d over
4 count on thls Issue, I thl~ ~e ~ve seen a ~LL 4 ~d over again is the difficulty in tryin~ to deve~p ~
5 sn~shot o~ what it’s Like to Live In the per~ator7 ~e 5 HCP f~ a ~ogram this co~Lex. Given all the acti.ans
6 call B2. If you w~t ~re, see Tom, J~n. ~ike. or 6 ~d Interrelationships, ho~ difficult Jt ~ould be to try

7 Patrlc~ to sign up. 7 to put together ~ ~P.
8 ~. ~IG~: ~ay. ~k you. ~hi le 8 ~otheF type of comment we ~ot ~ dealin~
9 Lunch Is scheduled, ~e have a ruble or people who ~e 9 with the general timing of the ~. ~h7 ~e We stating

1~ going to have to Leave, ~d I’m goln~ to try ~d see If 1~ no~ ~ith a ~P. ~hy not ~alt until ph~e t~ee when ue
11 ~e c~’t get a couple updates done before ~e bre~. ~d 11 have a higher level of detail ~ ~le to further ~dress

12 the fl~t is ~P update. ~ike, do You ~t to -- Sh~? 12 some or the specific ts~es.

13 Sharon. [ ~ catching her off gu~d, I kno~. 13 Along ~ith the co~lexit7 i~ue ts t~

1~ ~. ~1~: Yes. 1~ issue of trying to develop or L~l~ at a no-surprises
15 ~. D~ING: Don’t you ~ticlpate there’s 15 policy for a prostatic EIS-EIR. ~ c~ y~ do a

16 going to be a Lot or disc~sion ~i~P ~ thee w~ 16 progr~atic ~P. This is not something that we have a
17 ~lth B27 It’s a maJor, major topic ~r m~y people. ~ 17 lot of other exiles of ho~ to ~.
18 c~ ~e have a qutcK -- t8 A long ~ith the no-suprises Issua is the
19 ~. ~1~: Hadn’t ~ticipated it, that 19 ~ed to deveLo~ so~ kind of a~ur~ces for federal
2~ there ~ould be a Lot of cogent. If thare Is, there is. £~ contr~tons. At you kn~, for ~ ~P it’s for nonfederal

21 ~. ~L: Haven’t 7~u re~ the ~1 entities, ~d this Isle of a no-~rprJses oF some kind
~ correspondence? ~2 of assur~ce for federal contr~tors came up tl~ ~d
23 ~. D~NING~ I thin.It’s every bit ~ ~3 ti~ again ~d Is ~ I~ue ~e have to deal ~ith.
2~ i~ort~t ~ the B2. 24 ~other issue that w~ discussed at
25 ~. ~1~: I thl~ everythin~ on the 25 sevenal of the ~opin9 ~etings ~d in a Lot of ~e
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I agenda is Important. I’m not trylr~ to discount 1 Letters is the Issue of certainty versus adaptive
2 anything. Fly thought of this is that this would be 2 management and the apparent conflict there in providing
3 fairly brief, hot PerhaPs it’s not.. It’s okay. 3 some kind of certainty but at the Same time allowing

4 f~. HILDEBRAND: ! a~nee with Hap. 1 ~ enough flexibility so that an adaptive management program
5 think we should postpone it until after lunch. 5 can do what it need5 to do.
6 FIR. FIADIGAN: The problem is Fin. Spea~ has G A row of the things that were addressed in
7 to Le~ave. ~/e’ LL be ha~d pressed to get that, Once we 7 the letters that we need to be able to Include in any
8 brei~k for Lunch, this iea group that takes lunch 8 kind or a program is a source of~ long-term fundin~ and an
9 seriously it’s hard to get everybody exactly back. 9 assurance that there will be a Lon~ term monitoring

1~ rlR. DUNNING: Can we have a full 10 program.
11 discussion at Least and have a much bigger lunch? 11 Another issue that people felt that we
12 I-~. t’tADIGAN: Yes. That we can do. 12 needed to insure there was proper or substantial public
13 Sharon. 13 Input up front in the process as opposed to after an HCP
1~ HS. GROSS: Gkay. ghat t wanted to do was 14 had been developed and Just put on the stzeet, that we
15 basically I wanted to go through -- give you a status 15 need to be sure that the public had the opportunity to
16 update on where we are with the process. And then Hike 16 comment all along the process.
17 wanted to add some comments to that as well. 17 A general Issue with HCPs In general Is
18 As you know, at the last meeting we talked 18 that there’s no assurance we have recovery. There"s a
19 about the scoring period. ~/e did hold five scoring 19 need to Insure recovery of species before we at.art trying
20 meetlngs throughout the state. The scoptng period clo~ed 2~ to take actions that may inl~act those species.
21 on October 2~th, and we actually got a Lot or good 21 Another issue that came uP at a Lot of the
22 comments as we knew we would from a variety or people and 22 meetings Is the shelf Life of no-~urprises PolicY.
23 we’re utiLlzing those comments to further developed the 23 Obviously it ranges from a very small shelf life to other
2~ process, 24 people who want a shelf life of a much Longer time

25 ghat l’d like to glv~ You Is Just a 25 period,
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1 Just to give Izou a ver~, general idea of 1 the no-supprIses, and that is If ~,ou do this well enough
2 where we’re going with the process, we are taking these 2 we will give you no su~risas. And in essence if we find
3 major concerns and trying to work. through them to put 3 out that it didn’t work, the federal government will have
4 together a strategy that addresses ~ Lot of these ~ the responsibility of fixing It. That has added a tot

5 concerns and potential answers for questions on how we 5 because the idea of providing somebody a Permit, but on
6 would go about including them. 6 the other hand if anything changes two years down the
7 ~Je hope to have that done. It’s kind of a 7 roads they got to start all over ~gatn, wasn’t very

8 general strategy for ESA compLlanceo We have to have B satisfying and wasn’t getting us very fan in working with

9 that completed within the next couPLe weeks. ~te will be 9 the PUblic. So we have been dolrJ@ that the Last couPLe
10 taking some materials to CalFad at the meetings in 10 years.
11 November and hopefully wl LL have more dalai Ls at the 11 But where this cortes to this project is

12 December meeting. 12 that as I first was getting involved in Bay-Delta it
13 ~. SPEAR: I wasn’t originally Listed to 13 became very clear to me after some discussions with the
14 talk on this subject. Sharon ~ going to provide this 14 water users in particular that getting en incidental take
1S review. But unlike 92 wh[ch I’ve been thrown into in the 15 Permit, getting assurances on endangered species m~tters
16 Last few months and still feel L|ke i’m stru~9LiP~. I 16 was a Key Part, if not a fundamental part, of assurances.
17 know something about HCPs. 17 In other words, they didn’t want to pony
18 Therefore, I wanted to bring to the 18 UP billions or dollars rot a certain set of activities if
19 attention ~9ain of BDAC this ls a Bay-Delta issue. This 19 they weren’t sure that they could deal with the

PO Is a significant Bay-Delta Issue, and 9DAC needs to 20 endangered species problems that they were ~olng to run
21 understand It as well as the people in the audience. 21 into in this state on down the road.
22 I’LL come back to so~ne of" the points UP 22 I said the only wa~v we can provide those

23 here. And this SCODIng In m>" view ~,as excellent. These 23 assurances is through a habitat conservation plan and the
24 are exactly the Kind of things that needed to come out _=~ resultant incidental take permit~ There Is no other way.
25 from the public and don’t surprise us. Some of them .=5 So if there are going to be endangered species
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1 present considerable chaLLLenges, but Let me get back to 1 assurances, then their needs to be an HCP. That hasn’t
2 that. 2 Sunk in with everybody yet. go’re still here. Okay?
3 I want to start from the basics, ge do an 3 It’s the only way ~e can provide ~t under the Law,
4 HCP for one purpose, and that is to be able to Pass the 4 So exactly what’s provided, the terms of
5 test under section ten of the EndanQered Species Act so 5 the permit, the terms or the assurances, and what is
6 we can provide an incidental take permit, which 6 required to achieve that permit is all up for discussion.
7 prescribes how much take is authori~d in the conduct o~ 7 It’s a[[ in the design of the plan and is what gets

8 a set of activities. : - 8 negotiatad,
9 This would be the bf~gest HCP ever done. 9 There’s a Lot of negotiation ~lth science

10 ge did. So this will be huge. But we’ve done some 10 as the underbiddir~. But you have to meet certain
11 pretty big ones already. This Is J~ the next 11 standards, Some of the discussioDJ5 UP here about "
12 generation. It had some corm tlcatio~s. But the    . 12 trade-orrs on the boards. Under the Endangered species
13 fundamental purpose is to describe to ~hat extent does 13 Act trade-offs only ~o SO far. If you don’t orcss ’a
1~ the proJect proposed and the activiUes that come under 14 threshold of meeting a standard then you don’t trade-off

15 that project in the geographic area covered and the set 15 and get a~surances.
16 of species that are identified, to ~hat extent does It 16 But many of the actions up there are
17 meet the standard of the Endangered ~’~ecies Act so that 17 things that ~e’ve dealt uith before. There’s a couple
18 we can provide an indidentaL take permit of specirted 18 new ones. Programmatic no-surprises, assurances for

19 amounts. 19 federal contractors are things we have to deal ~ith and
20 ghen we provide that incidental take ~0 work out some new mechanisms, som~9 new arrangements.
21 permit, people oat assurances. TheY~r~now they can do ~1 ALL the rest or those things are things
22 that without wanrylno about endangered species matters if 22 ~e’ve dealt with before. Not new issues, a bigger more
23 they conduct their account activities in accordance which 23 complex proJect, but not new.
2~ propose to do. Those are the assurances. ~4 The other one that’s very key in there Is
25 Seoretany Babbit has added the element of ~5 public input. There’s r~ doubt that this is not ~n HCP
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! that is done with a timber company, a private Landowner, 1 This is extremeLy complex, we’re running

2 ~here It’s LargeLy in negotiation between the Fish and 2 out of time, and I encourage everY/body to understand the

3 Wildlife Service and the private landowner. ~/hen you 3 significance of the HCP and to help move this process

4 arrive at something, yc~J Produce -- You provide tt to the 4 forward.

5 PubLic in a draft EIS and then a finaL. 5 I~. MADIGAN: Thank you. At,7 and then

6 The environmental comounltx has criticized 6 Hap.

7 that proces~ because they don’t get to get into it. You 7 t4S. NOTTOFF: I ~6preclate what you.said

8 know, until it’s weLL on down the road. That’s because 8 and I think that in that spirit that I think one of my

9 xou’re dealing with a private entity, one Landowner. 9 concerns that -- that I didn’t hear an answer rot ~s the
1~ That’s not what we’re deaLing with here. 10 timing issue. It is extreoety complex and everybody

11 The opportunity t~or public input in Bay-OeLta are 11 needs to get involved and that’s why ] third. It’s So

12 ~tounding, right. Lester? 12 important it be done ~ Dart Of the CaLFed process and

13 MR. SNOW: Probably are now. 13 not be a parallel planning process. That it -- somehow

14 MR..~C~EAlqt: I don’t think there’s any 1~ we deal with the F~::P as part of" the ERPP. That We come

15 doubt mbout the Opportunities. What is missing here is 15 up -- you know, it’s the implementation of the E}~PP or

19 the understapding I think that the ]f~ there’s going to be 16 it’s -- rather than Just piling ~t~other extremely comPLex

17 ESA assur~qces there must be ap FICP~ And that an HCP -- 17 n~Jtti-stekehotder process on top or this already

18 that 8..~surances go both ways. This is e key point 1 want 18 extremely cor~oLex T~ui.ti-st~.e~Lder process. We need to

19 to make. 19 bring it Into the process ~L~ ~n ~Lerr~ntation tool.

21~ if water users are the ones who ~ant the 26} I guess that is o~3e of" ~ cor~:eptuel

;~1 assurances, then it’s -- you know tr~ environmental 21 problems I have as I sag it at ~in~oLelm~ntation tool and

22 comr~Jnlty, everybody else who gets to Look |n and say 22 we’re Still at tr~ pLa~qni~ ph~e here in CalJ:ed.

_~3 what is it t~t needs to be done, what are the stand~ds 23 td1~. S~: The dJtemma there is that we

2/~ by which you can get those assurance. 24 have this chicken and egg ProbLelll. and that is I think

;~S If everybody doean’t play in this. don’t 25 people don’t w~t to get to the end of the thing and SaY
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1 COTI~ h3 and ~et Involved and provide their public input, 1 well ~ agree to the decision here~Dn Ba~’-DeLte~ and ~ow

~ Fish and giLdLife Service is pequir~ to deal ~ith the ~ ~e’[[ go design the assu~ces. ~ think it ts a pekoe.

3 entlt~ that w~ts the as~p~ces. BB~-DeLtB, the ~at~ 3 Everything h~ to move fopw~d ~getheP {n the process.

~ users Cb~ to US ~d in ~5ence With B ProPosal ~d 5a~ ~ I’m not dis~reei~ with you that it

S here’s hog ~e propose to do it. ~e ~t the following S Should be PEt of the Bad-Delta Droce55. I think there

6 ~uPance. 6 needs to be some ~eciaL err~ £Dom ~LL of
7 If we determine it ~ the 5~d~ds, we 7 Stakeholder grouP~ ~or~ng together on thi~ bec~

8 ~lLL provide -- ~e ~iLL move for~Ed O~ a permit. ~’s 8 ~re running ~t Of time ~d {t ne~s to be ~ intensive

9 not a matter of us having ~ choice ~ sitting b~k ~d 9 effort.
1~ saying ~Less everybody Plays ~e c~’t ~ve forward. Ve le It doesn’t have to be ap~t from, but I

11 are requ{~ed to deal ~lth the proposal put iR fro~t of 11 think It C~’t be ~thi~ where people co~ to
12 us. 12 every t~o or three weeks and dls~s this. Ir ~e’re

13 So ~y Comment i5 that ~’m ~x~ou5 ~d f~ 13 gom@ to keep with the t~me ~chedules, there’s ~ot to be

1~ everybody to get involved ~lth ~e public input that is 14 8 Lot mope ~o~ put on this.

15 provided thPou~ the CaLFed process to undepst~d that an 15 ~. ~IG~: H~.
16 HCP is the onL~ ~ay you c~ get ESA ~sur~ces ~d that 16 ~. D~NING: ShEon mentioned a numbep of

18 You don’t 9el ~sup~ces ~Less 7ou ~et 18 think there ~e two others that ~ed to be c~sidered.
19 st~dEds. ~ere ape Lots of diligent ways of definin~ 19 ~e i5 ~ issue ~out ho~ Ca~ed ~d BDAC does its work.
~e what those st~d~ds ~e. IF the environmental co~nity ~0 Long ~o it W~ decided at BDAC that
21 feels that it ~esh’t Like the ~8y t~ st~daPds Ee ~1 COULdn’t do everythin~ Just In these genial ~etin~s
~ described some PLEe, the~ should co~ Fo~Ed ~d sa~ ~ ever7 c~pLe of months, so ~e set up ~oFk 9ro~s ~ith

~3 ~eLL ~e’d be h~pier If the 5t~d~d ~ described ~d 8 ~3 specialized ~sign~Rts. ~d since August "96 ~e’ye h~

2~ perrorm~ce me~re w~ described this wax, then we’d ~ 8 work group on ~rances.
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1 with regard to the HCP Is to be at)Le to get the 1 to want.
2 Incidental take permit, and the incidental take permit Is 2 It’s golng to be frustratir~ for all of us

3 an assurance mechanism. I think people in BDAC should 3 If we get to the end of the decision making process for
4 realize this didn’t come as a sUggeSTion from the 4 people who stand up and said, no, that’s not the
S assUrances work group. The asSuranL’~s work grouP has 5 assurances 1 wanted, I wanted more,
6 been doing a case study and Lookin~ at a lot of different 6 ~/e got to get people to say what Is it you
7 assurance possibilities but never clone and said to CaLFed 7 think you need to make the commltments to move forward on
8 we better get started on an mCldentaL take permit. 8 this. And scoping has helped us produce that, But that

9 There was some other Process aPparentlY 9 ts -- You’re right, those questions are not answered and
1@ Initiated by one or more of the CaLFed a~encles and 1@ we have to work that out.
11 assurances worl¢ group Just kind or round out about it as 11 r!R. DUNNING: If I can follow-up. As pert
12 it happened. So it raises the question what are we 12 of a programmatic incidental ta~e permit, would you cover
13 really doing with these work groups if we’re going to be 13 facilities?
14 bypassing a work group on a major p(~lht Like this. 14 v~. SPEAR: Let me just give you a --

15 It sometimes, to put_ it in the worst 15 throw out an example. A hypothetical. ~hat if You had

16 Light, it’s seems Like It’s kind of an exercise in 16 three storage reservoir possibiLlties up In the
17 full Lily to be doing these work group processes if" CaLFed 17 Sacramento valley. Somebody said I want to have some
18 is Just going to go charging off and do somethir~ sUch as 18 sort of assurances. So we Look at those.
19 this on its o~n. 19 After you’ve screeT~ed out all the others
_~ The second thln~ is tJ~e scope of the 2@ there’s three Left. And Fish and ~/ildLIfe Service, State
;~1 incidental take permit. I have the sense that this all 21 Fish and Game, NlrlPS (phonetic} from the point of" view of

_~2 got started I guess within U.S. Fish and ~/t LdLire Service 22 amatomeus Irish Looks at those and ~ays under the follow
_~3 on the Idea, and, Mike, please corr~e,~t rile if I’m wrong, 23 set of circumstances if You mitigated this and did this,
L:~ but on the idea that whi Le there are going to be these 24 we know these plants are there, these amimaLs are there
25 restoration actions taken as part or the ERPP and some of 25 et cetera, this Is going to be ~ nature of ~hat wi LL
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1 them may Involve take and If you’re i~olng to have take 1 have to be done. And if do You those things, anyone of

2 you have an have an incidental takeJ~ermit so you better 2 those reservoirs can be built. You wouldn’t be gi~ing a

3 have the HCP ready and we don’t want ~o sit around for a 3 take permit, but You’d be programmaticalLy saying ~hese

4 few years Waiting for that to happen. 4 a~e not infeasible from a ESA Point of view.
S That is very underst~’~3abLe, but the 5 Now have we ever done that before? No.
6 Scopin9 notice talks about an HCP al3d_corLseouentLy an 6 But we can see that Conceptually ~ Can go forward. Then
7 Incidental take permit for the entire Bay-Delta program 7 at that point the water users 8re saying I have

8 not Just E:RPP. ~/hich puts It in a ~hoLe differe~t light 8 un~]erstanding at this point of ~t the i~lication5
g ~d raises the question ~hy ~e ~e doing very specific 9 if ~e put a reservoir there rro~ ~ ~A Point or view.

1~ kinds of incidental take permits this e~Ly in the 1~ ge ~ould call that ~ D~ogP~atic type

11 process with reded to the noR~ PEts or the Bay-Delta 11 assurance, I don’t kno~ if that’s enough for a ~ater

13 ~. SPE~: A quick ~er to that {5 that 13 for People to have to Kno~ the~ C~ step for~d ~d

1~ on the Latter Point I ~ree. ~e PUt out the ~hoLe 14 there’s not ~ brick ~8[[ they Ee going to ru~

15 ~ -- I ~ the ~hoLe Ba~-DeLta pP0gP~ ~ the 15 fro~ ~ ESA perspective.

16 possible scope of the incidental take permit, but I think 16 ~. D~NING: I think the abJectlYis
17 identif~ also that this ma~ be Segm~ted ~ith c~tain 17 [E~e[~ dealt ~ith if ~ou’~e Say{~ at the progr~atic

18 ~pec~ getting certain types or permits o~heF aspects 18 [eve[ you’re not EtuaLL~ 9ot~ to i~ue the {~dentaL

19 gett{~ p~o~Batic nature ~here ~ don’t ~et the 19 t~e permit. If ~’re Sl~[y ~o[n~ to ~etch out ~hat
~e detai Ls ~d ~ou’Pe ~oin9 to have to Come b~k through ~e some of the Problems are [l~e that ~i LL be do~n the ro~,
~1 environ~ntaL processes. ~at’s ~ ~ou get the final ~1 that’s one thing.

~2 permit. ~2 ~. SE~: I th[~ ~e’re caLLi~ t~se
~3 ~8t’s ~hat’s Scopln~ has produced. From £3 programatic

~ the people ~ho ~8nt the -- ~hat’s bee~ ~ort~t ~d Just ~ ~. D~NING: ~1[[ there be a
~ ~ difficult to get is a sense of ~hat ~e people ~fRg ~5 take permit?
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1 I~. SPE/~9: ~Je don’t ~now yet. 1 that or what the nature of the lands uould be or the

2 MR. DUNNING: That’s the Daft that 2 purpose of the 8~;quis~t{on.

:3 troubles rr~}. 3 So I feel that the HCP as {s presented i5

4 IIR. SPE.~R: I’ve asked the question many 4 a black box. We don’t know what’5 in it, We don’t how it
5 times of water users and our staff and others. I’m not 5 conforms to solution princiPLeS. ~e don’t Know how it

6 sure wl3at a programmatic take permit loo~ks Like. 6 affects flood c~r~trol, we don’t how it interrelates with

7 DR. MADIGAN: BYron and then Alex. 7 the operations of the reclamation districts, et cetera.

8 I’IR. BUCK: i’like, I ~preclate Your 8 I Just don’t see how we can have E opinion this FE~P is

9 comments. I agree It’s an a absolutely Critical tool for 9 9ood or bad.
10 us to move for’wEd In this pr~ram. }-~P5 are really the 1{} IIR. SN0~/: ALex, tJ3at material that you’re

11 only t~oL that will elLow us to get Head Of" the listing 11 looking at may have ended up behind the HCP tab.

12 cycle to plan for species in advance and prevent them 12 However, thai: information ~ertains to the restoration

13 from hitting the endangered SPecies List. 13 coordination and the potential distribution of the

14 In broad terE~5 from water users, what we 14 category three monies. So that’s related to the projects

15 need in assurances is Just to make sure we’re going to 15 that ~Jere submitted to the ~P process.

16 receive the benefits that we will be paying for a5 16 And in each case, ~ach project I~Jst have

17 beneficiaries in this program. 17 complied with or is on a process to cut,ely witJ~ NEPA and

18 I ~Pee assur’Eces aIre going to go both 18 CEQA. So the environmental revle~ I~JSt be done on thor,
19 WAYS. Ve’Ll need to be able to assor’~ in order to get 19 There was a provision in the ~P ~.hat an applicant was to

2{} those benefits that we’re going to have the species _3{} ~o~ E effort having worked Wlt~surroundtng l~P~owners
21 re~covery and SL~nViVal that you’re goll3g to need to issue _31 or having worked with affected pan’ties on their pr’oJects.

22 the t~ke permit. _~2 That was reviewed as PEt of the process. But as K~te

23 It’s going to t~e a lot of h~d work and _33 probebLy indicated Yesterda~ because of using state

;~4 especially ~t e Progr~nmatic Level ~[o make sure this _34 conl:racting law, we c~r~r’,ol: distribute the detai 15 of each

25 happens, but fund~ntaLLy for staff such as myself and .~S Of those applications unLi L we have finished the proces.5.
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1 staff of member agencies to 9o to their boards and say 1 MR. HILBEBRANB: ~[ ll [hose CEQA
~ yes we’LL invest our ~ane o~ billions of doLLEs in ~Js ~ coati.cos be on ~ pFagr~atic of site specific

3 Sys~B, they ~e going to need to b~ able 5~y ~d yes ~e 3 ~, SNO~: Those will ~tu~llY be on
4 Ee re~on~ly assured we’re going to receive those ~ site specific b~i5.

5 benefits of that bEgainin9. 5 ~, HILDEBR~O: Ve ~ill get to f~nd out

6 ~. HIL0~R~O: My cement’s a little 6 ~out t~em before our ~ney i5 spent, right?

7 L~ Lofty I 9ue55 here. If you Look ~t the ~ecti~ i~ 7 ~, ~0V: In 5ome c~se5 part of the ~neY

8 the book here ~ HCP, there’s ~out twenty mill{on 8 ~iLL go to finishing that type o~ ol~i~g ~d

9 dolLEs set up for ch~neL forum ch~ge5 sod ~out ~ 9 J~lementation
1~ equal ~unt set up for flo~ plain ~ges. le ~, HILD~R~D: Before they build

11 ~d it’s bed for me to believe that you 11 ~ythtng or E~l~e L~ds we’ll be ~Le to know what’s

12 c~ 5pond that ~ch mo~ey without ~fectJnQ the flood 12 ProPoSed?
13 CErYlng C~aCttY Of the system ~ well ~ the h~ita~ or 13 ~. SNOV: Yes.

14 the systeB, ~d we h~ve hothin9 to ~[l u5 that ~re’5 14 ~, HALL: It’s a Clever ruse to
15 been ~ ex~inatian of that or ~hat the conclusion5 were 15 ~AC ~ers.
16 Jf there w~ such an e~tn~tJoo. 16 ~. ~1~: I h~ve four ~e~er SLips.
~7 Further~re, P~ticuLEly on the ~Lood 17 First GEY Bucker from the ~y Jnstltute. {speWer bury

18 PLain PEt, I ~5u~ ~h~t that wi LL necessarily get 18 ~. BOCK~: Th~k5 ~Jke G~y Bucker from

1@ involved with a whole Lot of recL~tJo~ district L~, 19 the Bay Institute, I think With the addition of some o~

2~ ~d we’ve he~d ~othlng ab~t ~y dl~ussJo~ ~d 2~ the issues that H~ Just raised that ShaPer’s done ~ good

21 JntePlnterch~ge With the districts; recL~ation 21 Job ~d C~lFed staff h~ done a ~od Job of identifying

22 districts, that ~ould be affected by this t~enty mtlLlon 22 ~d in dtscussi~5 with v~lous 5t~eholder5 ~ryi~g to

23 doll~ o~ error. 23 ~dress the specific concerns F~5ed ~ut

24 I gather PEt Of It may be l~d 24 ~P have 8 Lot of b~gage ~d We C~ have

25 ~cqulsltion, but i~ doesn’t tell uE~ecfficalLY ~out 25 Lots of discussions ~ut some of the specific det~i Ls
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1 which I-lCPs should be Improved or areor not the right 1 pr’ogrBn~flatJc Level.

2 vehicle. I think that that’s a dt~CLLSStO{~ we all Intend 2 It’s a blueprint for how we’re going to do

3 to have. 3 restoration, It’s a blueprint for how we’re goirt9 to deal

4 I w~t to dr~ attention maybe to or focus ~ with water manBge~nt, water supply reliability issues,

S oll two overwhelming underlying I~x~Jl~ here that need to S it’s el blueprint for how we’re going to deal with water

6 be dealt with that have been touched on In the 6 quality, it’s a blueprint for ho~/ we’re going to cr~al

7 conversation that you all have been having. 7 with essur~ces, it’s ~ blueprint -- it should be

8 ~e First t~ the ~s~Iation of ~Ps in 8 blueprint For how ~e deal with

9 ~ecent ti~es wi~h ~o surmises. ~tT~ the core i~ue 9 ~ever, the ProQr~Bt~c EIS, EIR {s not

1~ here. In dealing with no ~rprises, we c~ ~gue ~out le B water SUPPLY ProJect. It’s not ~ r~torBtion proJect,

11 whether no Su~prise~ t5 ~ good tht~ were it’s 11 it’s not a wat~ quality project, it’s ~ot B f~iL~ty.

12 Bpppoprlate. 12 ~d it’s not B permit. So if the intention -- a Lot of

13 I think though the intent or no ~prise~ 13 the {~resslon t~at m~y of us have {s that the point

~4 {s -- it’s really bel~9 t~e~ out of co~text here be~9 14 t~e ~P {s to result {~ ~ {~c{de~tBL t~e
15 ~PLied the ~ Syste~ of such co, laxity. So ~y moving 15 Just don’t understand how that would Work.

16 p~ts, uncertainties ~out a Lot of, what affects the 16 Now teasing out fro~ the dialogue ~{Ke ~d

17 system, a long time Line, Where we~eBlLy ~ve to _ 17 H~ were having. ~Jke. uhat I ~ he~in9

18 question whether In fact ~y assur~ce P~k~ge ~P o~ 18 So~ senses it’s ~ite possible that ~eaLLY

1B othepwise will peLIe5 o~ ~e no-~prises aPProach is 19 doing is o~Ferin9 thBt blueprint, the ~p~wopk ~dep

~0 woPk~Le. ~e ~hich per~tts will be i~ued and Incidental t~e would be

2~ I think a Lot of ~h~t m~y of the ~ ~dressed ~Bthep ~han ~thopiz~n9 t~e Bt the

~2 st~ehoLdeps with whom environmental opacities have ~ p~ogP~atic Level.

23 been h~vinQ discussi~5 certainly ~ uetL ~ some of the ~3 I me~ ~in those ~e two vep~

~ dlscussio~s I~ the ~sur~ces work ~oup I th~ h~ve ~ Paths ~d I think ~e need to cLE~f~ Fairly e~L~ down

2S focused ~pe ~ ~ BLtep~Bte related ~p~o~h which i5 ~5 the ro~ Which path we’re 9oin~ d~n. So thee I
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1 sort Of a shock absorber approach. 1 8~e sort of Large-scale Issues that have to be dealt

:~ ~rId that is If We have a well desired ~ with. If ~e deal with those the~ It becomes much e~iep

3 solution that h~ FLexibility in It, if ~e h~e a ~eLL 3 to deal with some of the Specific I~ues ~at ~e

~ desired solution that h~ l~stitut~o~BL ch~ge5 that C~ ~ ~ociBted e~thep with an ~P or alternative o~

5 deal with uncertainty, if we have 8 well designed 5 compti~ntaPy assurance5 mech~is~.

6 SoLutio~ that h~ adequate fundi~ to deal with major 6 ~. ~IG~: ~a~ you. Sure.

7 potholes in the ~oad, the ch~ce that the C~LFed 7 ~. SPE~: GEY, I think that w~

8 Long-term solutions going to ~t d~alLed is ~ini~i~d. 8 heLPfU[. Let ~ 9o to that Latter point. I think this

9 But there just is too ~ch uncertainty to 9 is e~ttY What Scooln9 h~ PrOduced. YOU Know. ~t
10 so7 that We kno~ that we’pe 9oin9 tu~ppLy all ~ 10 a [ittte bit of definition of the ~xiet~ Level and the

11 resources ~d B~e ~LL the ch~ges to ~et to a 11 co~cepns of the e~viro~ntB[ royalty. I think this

12 no-surprises Level For a system thls~o~lex ~d where so 12 hBs got to be ~ interative process.

13 m~Y different resources ~e at st~ 13 ~e Fish ~d Wildlife Service has ~ot said

14 That’s Just a b~lc Philosophical Problem I~ from the begi~in9 that We Know e~tLY what we’re going

15 that we’pe 9oi~ to have to wrestle ~ith before ~e go 15 to be able to ppoduce in tep~ of a permit.

16 down the po~. ~d the c~cer~ we ~ve ~out ~Ps is if 16 the ~re Information we have, the B~pe details up
17 they Ee ~ciBted Mith no Surprise-. ~d that ~e~ to 17 the ~re Specific the Permit.

18 be the format, that’s very problematic, at Le~t Fop the 18 ~e Other side or the question is the

19 fOP the enviPoB~ntaL wa~er c~cus. 19 Mater uses need to be Le~inQ fro~ this PP~
2e Second isle Is to --J w~t ~ ~ a 2e Little bit about ~re what i5 it the7 c~ e~ect.
21 Little bit on the IntePch~ge ~lke ~d H~ were havl~ ~1 biggest feE, ~ the Dep5~ s~t of i~ -- ~e ~. sort

22 ~out whepe ex~tLy You issue a t~e pePmit. ~aybe I £2 or in the middle of this. is that ~e ~i/L continue this
£3 mlsundePstand what a pro£#~atic EtS. EIR ts all ~out ~3 L~k of coming together ~out ~hat people e~ect fr-om

24 ~d CatFed t5, but I thought the CeLFed L~-tepm £~ both side5 ~ What C~R be provided unti L the very end ~d

25 SotutloR, the Ca~ed EIS, EIR is a bLuepri~t on the 25 we’~e not able to do
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I I ~outd very much Li~e to see ~e I u~de~st~d thst our DeoD£e ~e 9Din9 to have to be
2 ~e~nt of the stakeholders, env~on~ntal, the ~ater 2 directly engaged in these discussions.
3 users, ~d see if ~e cm’t come to Ee~t ~ the 3 ~. ~LL: Right.

4 rathe of the permits ~surances p~oYlded so that ~ ~. SE~: ~ it’s s~ctioned or ~hat
5 ever~ody sa~ ~e c~ do that ~d ~e c~ Live ~ith that. 5 ~ch~lsm -- I thln~ ~e’re open. But ~e’ve 9or to get
6 ~et’s enough as~r~ces, ~e undersold ~hat ~e’re 6 9oln9 ~ic~Ly, ~tte fr~kLy, you ~no~, there’s onLy so
7 getting. ~d the environmentaLists ~y ~hat’s ~ 7 m~y people ~ound ~d ~e’pe doln~ B2 no~. ge need to

8 ~proPrlate Level of assur~ces at the st~e ~d they 8 9eL some of the ptec~ ~hind us ~ ~e c~ ~ve on to the

9 ~iLL be fiLLed out Later as ~e 9o t~ough the specifics. 9 next.
1~ ~at’s the dialogue ~at needs to t~e le ~. ~IG~: 9oberta.
11 La~. ~d that ~iLL help design the documents. But -- I 11 ~. B~OVO: PLe~e don’t set up
12 ~, things ~e ~vtng. I’m ~Fled that people ~iLL 12 ~other ~ork grip. PLebe don’t set up ~other separate

13 not ~e IR that discussion bec~e I thi~ it’s ver~ 13 process. It is coming to the ~ances ~or~ group it’s

1~ possible there’s a meeting of the ~ds out t~re but 1~ comin~ to ~. T~e’s a question ho~ it gets dealt
15 peoPLe have these perceptions of ~hat this thin~ is. 15 ~ith between those t~o groups, But every ti~ You set uP

16 Perh~s bec~se. ~d maybe ~e create that perception by 16 ~othe~ group ~ou JuSt stretch us aLL the ~ay ~t ~
17 silly saying ~e’re 9oln~ to do ~ ~P. This ~iLL not be 17 it’s very cLe~ that the reason U.S. Fish ~d giLd[ire
18 the typical ~P, ue ~no~ that. But ~e’ve ~ot to ~et 18 set forth this process ~ to ~de it in the Ca~ed

18 eve~odY underst~dln9 ~hat the outcome ~i [L be and then 19 Proce~.
2e try to produce ~ outcome that is EcePt~Le to 8LL. ~e I me~, ~e’re e~re~ln~ o~ concerns.
21 ~k you. 21 They’ve been e~ressed ~ery ~eLL today. ~d that is the
22 ~. H~IG~: John ~1LLs from the Regional 22 timing, aLL or these issues that are there. But setti~

23 ~unciL of ~raL Counties. I’m sorry. Steve. ~3 up ~othe~ pro~s, Let’s at Le~t t~y to see ho~ ~e c~
24 ~R. ~: Ht~e. I ~pFeciate that count £~ ~o~ It out.
25 ~ ~eLL as the counts of GEy bec~e 1 think GEy has ~5 ~. ~IG~: ~ank You. ~r. ~I
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1 pointed out t~o very cereal i~ues In developing this 1 ~. ~tLLS: I ~on’t give my speech
~ extremeLY co~Llcated ~P. ~ the ScheduLe then. I ~t to reiterate I’m representing
3 I vary ~ch agree ~ith you that ~e need to 3 the Regional COURClL or R~a[ C~ties ~hich ls no~ up to
4 get the stakeholders engaged ~d the s~ne~ the better. 4 t~ent~-seven northern CaU fornia co,ties, aLL tribut~y

5 I’m not sure -- I don’t have ~ythin9 agai~t BD~ ~OFk 5 ~ith the e~cePti~ of t~o to the delta.
6 groups. I’m not sure this ~ouLd be a BD~ ~or~ group. 6 ~e have some ~di~a[ major concerns
7 In let, I thi~ bec~se o£ t~ c~traL 7 that didn’t 9eL on the big blue ~Ed. ~e I thin~ ~ouLd
8 pole that Fi~ ~d ~1LdLlfe plays, I don’t ~t to put 8 be chEacterized as the scope of ~e ~P. ~ers~d

9 You on the spot, ~t you may ~t to consider c~venlng 9 have a problem Eea ~d ~ have a solution ~ea, It’s
1~ something of your o~n. ~vlousLY c~dlnated ~ith le not clear in the reading of the notice on the ~P ~hat
11 C~ed, ~d even p~t of C~LFed ~d using st~ehoLders 11 the scope of the soLuti~ ~ea ~d the scope of t~ ~P
12 that ~e angled tn Ca~ed bec~se ~eY Ee ~e pe~Le 12 Ee. ~d that’s ~ ~ce i~e because If i~
13 ~ho ~e ~oln9 to be I think ~st he~FuL. 13 ties back to the no-surprises p~t of this p~ka~e.
I~ But the questions G~y ~aised today, the 14 ~e’re not here to ~t this point either ~iLdLY ~d
15 I~ues that You’ve raised in you~ re~ks I think ~e ~ed 15 enthusi~ticaLLY su~t o~ opP~ ~P, Just ~ ~" they
16 to get to very quickly if ~e’re 9oi~ to produce a 16 have ~ potential ~t it’s ho~ they Ee crafted.
17 product in the ~ay of ~ ~P ~Dro~h that tarred c~ u5~ 17 ~5o, I thin~ the L~e ~ there that
18 in a LilLY ration. 18 says ~s~ces for federal con~tors from our

19 So I think I’m speaK[~ on behalf or ~e 19 perspective is a LittLe n~ro~. Federal contr~tc#s ~e
2e ~ater US~ com~nity ~hen I Say that ~e’re ~e~y to go. ~ a specific type of people discussed in t~ CaLFed
21 ~. SPE~: Lester ~ I talked ~out this ~1 prog~, but ~e aL~ have someth[~ caLLed federal
~2 yesterday -- it seems LIKe It’s not ~ so~ti~s but -- £a permltees ~d federal License holders ~hich ~e also ahen
23 there it ~oes -- ~d I’m co~itted to ~orkin9 ~ith Lester a3 ~e ta[~ ~t reoperating existing d~ ~d existing
24 so ~at ~hat ~e do, ~hatever ~e do ls consistent ~d a4 fEi[itles, that’s ~ho those fo~ Ee. ~d If there’s
25 ~lthin the overaLL CaLFed ~pro~h. But I also I thl~ ~5 going to be a no -- a no-suprises and Protection c~se
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I for contr~ct~r~ md ~e’re 9o{~9 to bring those ~o~s ~nto I and be B benefit to that ~ricuLture, and ~t ~ouLd take
2 the tent, I ~t~ It’s ~u~t on US to also brl~ t~ 2 5dine thtrtee~ sections of L~d retirement that would
3 those fo~s Who have permits from other federal ~encies 3 bring back Into operation the pL~bin9 of the S~ Luls

4 who ~e also CaLFed ~encles ~d fr~ the Federal Energy 4 d~ain ~d some thlrtY-t~ee thous~d six hundred eighty
S Regulatory Co~ission. l’d Like to ~e that ~dressed by 5 ~res o� San Luis drain pluming that could be b~k Into
6 Hr. Spe~ ~d his ~roup who ~e working on this. 6 effect.
7 ~e ad~tive m~e~nt side of thls Is 7 Presently ~ese waters ~d all the
8 also of concern bec~se ~aptlve m~e~nt, ~d 1 sat 8 indications I have ~e entered into our ~quifer, and
9 through the scientific P~eL revle~ ~d I thought tha~ 9 this is ou~ -- s~Posed to be quality water For hbm~

10 W~ e~eLL~t, but ~tlve m~e~t is b~ed on a 1B consu~tion ~ it isn’t bec~se of the infr~tructure.
11 f~xlbLe m~age~nt tec~fque that it’s Premised entirely 11 ~ese waters ~en’t heatth haz~dous but
12 on bef~ ~Le to modify both the scope ~d too~ that you 12 they ~e -- c~se damage to the -- to our infr~tructure.
13 apply to fix things. 13 ~e waters that ~e Pr~entLy comln~ out of the Pinocci

1~ ~d bec~se of that, that flexibility. 14 (phonetic) Hills cause d~es to wildlife. Like in
15 thepe Is a fe~ on both sides that, ~e, you’re not 9oin9 15 Kesterson. They stored it ~ove ~e ground.
16 to do evepythln~ you need to do the fix t~ environ~nt, 16 Vhy not use the underground pLumbir~ to
17 you won’t have the flexibility to ~ there ~d the other 17 st~e these waters. ~e could t~, with ag-reLated

18 one Is that you’ LL have so ~ch fL~lb~ L~ty that thls 18 industry, we could t~ into this underground DL~bin9.

19 thing will never come to closes. 19 There’s So~ thirty miles of it ta Lay In forty-two

~0 ~d that ~surance i~ue I think w~ ~e thous~d acres ~t of Mendota.
21 raised ~d H~ touched on It ver~ well ~tnQ a Lot of ~1 ~i5 would help ag-reLated industry; it
2~ work on the ~sur~ce ~ork group, this Is hot button in ~ w~Ld help gi th Social economics ~ich Is bad in o~
~3 terms of G~’s portrayal ~d other~ ~d ! think we ~ed ~3 Lea, It would help with additional water5 WI~ L~d
~4 to WOrk throu~ that. ~4 retirement ~d I think it out to be ~pLic~Le to 9o to

25 ~d I also ~ not pr~osing ~y new t~k £5 agriculture. It should stay in ~e district.
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1 Force or Work group or ~ulcide squad For ~Ps, ~t I 1 ~e thought of when it didn’t Work We
~ would Like to ~e that ~dressed ~ ~ ~sur~ce issue. ~ wou~d PUt these waters into Keste~son. I don’t think
3 ~d it does tie back ~ain to Scope ~d to the nature of 3 it’s 9oin9 to Work to Put it in ~e S~ Jo~in River
~ chEEtepizatlon of federal contpE~rs. I think ue W~t ~ waters that h~ hi~ quaLlt~ Watts comin~ through it

5 to be inclusive there ~d not exclusive. ~k ~ou. 5 ~hen the flow flows during the winter months.
6 ~. M~I~: ~ank You. I have three 6 During the winter months they ~e not
7 more spewer slips. Ed Pet~7, rolled by M~ta ~iLL~, 7 irrigating ~ the S~ Luls ~ain ~ouLdn’t be o£ ~ch use
8 followed by Dennis Fox. ~. Perry, you’re up. 8 then, but there’s a ~ay ~e could ~ter these ~aters ~nto
9 ~. ~TRY: ~k you ~. ~i~ ~d 9 the S~ Luis drain pluming which is in the flood path of

1~ ~ep5 of the counsel. 1 appreciate the opportunity to 1~ the Pinocci Creek Si Lver Creek f~din~.
11 spe~ ~ a me~er of the P~LIc, and I appreciate what 11 I’m taL~ing ~out ~ven thous~d seven
1~ the Bure~ of RecL~ation h~ in it$ mind ~d the 1~ hunted acre foot of water on an ~nuaL b~ls that p~ses

13 thoughts ~d c~sidepati~s they’ve ~iven. ~d 13 through the S~ Luis drain when It ~ operating. ~at’s
1~ ~peclaLL7 m7 Lea of concern. 1~ equivalent to ~went~-one Ere foot per day that the7

15 Presently we have Pn~Le~ there that Ee 15 would have to use with agriculture ~-neLated industp7.
16 related to watep Quality, we have p~bLe~ ~ith flood 16 ~d if ~e talk ~out willing SeL~ps. l
17 waters, ~e have probLe~ ~Jth water~LLocation5, we have t7 tht~ the~ W~ LLin9 -- those sellers are 9oI~ to have to
18 PPobLe~ With ov~raftin9 of Water. 18 be wi LLin~ in the ne~ future wi~ the apPLied ~ater that

19 I think that can be ~dpessed with the 19 exists, ~d it ~outd be going on of the ~pLi~ ua~er

20 L~d pupch~es for enviP~ntaL purposes ahd L~ ~ that’s going on ~est of ~ota at thi~ presen~ ti~.
~1 pupch~es that would include ~ ~-Fetated ind~tn~ ~t ~1 ~e need to retire ~ twelve ~ectio~ of
~ would use the S~ Luis ~aln waters pother th~ put them ~ Land so we c~ int~c~t the fLo~ waters, petite so~ Of

£3 in the S~ ~[s dpain c~aL Into the S~r~nto ~Lta ~ ~3 those L~ds f~ Wi LdLi re, k i t fo~s. kang~oo rats, an

~ the S~ Jo~uin River. Bec~se the ~a7 that ~ c~ use ~4 phenols c~ all ~vlve on h~L7 an~ waten. During
~5 an ~-neLated lndust~7 that ~ouLd p~ess these waters ~5 the rLo~ yeE5 we could intercept those waters, put them
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1 in the San Luis drain canal and then use those also. 1 ~hat is the cost per acre foot of this

2 I want to thank you for your time. N~d I 2 water retired? ~nd how much Of this land that’s going to

3 appreciate the Bureau of Recl~matlom ~d I too had a 3 be retired came From the FSA ~nd at what cost per acre

~ talk with Jim Cansey yesterday and 6~ had a few r~oments 4 did they char~ge you? ~/hat ann the ongoirL9 costs of in

5 in Fresno, ~d the ma~q really gets ~N-ound. He’s highly 5 Lieu Fees to the county For t~xes? /knd if these tn Lieu

8 Knowledgeable with flood issues and water issues. The 6 Fees ane not paid, what will be the cost to the state of

7 man ts highly knowledgeable, and t~t’s ~hat ~eeps him {~ 7 the ~L~d co.erred to urb~ to replace these l~ds,

8 o~{c8. ~d SB 312 t5 ~ch appreciated, too. ~k YOU, 8 ~d ~hat would be the costs or the Increased ~unt of
9 ~. H~IG~: ~k you, ~. PerrY. ~s. 9 ~aters that ~ ~ves over to the ~est side.

1~ HI ller. le ~e next one is ~hat ~e the onQoin~ Costs
11 HS. HILLER: I’~ Harta Hiller and I’m From 11 of the L~d restoration? I£ there is going to be no

12 ~est Sacramento. Basically on some or the major 12 restoration costs or ~t restoration, are y~ go[~ to

13 concerns, I ~now when ~estL~ds talked ~d a fe~ other 13 use natural ~ccession, quote, u~uote, on these [~ds

14 people ta~ed ~out their statistics being ~ron9, YoLo 14 that ~e Rot exEtly natural.

15 Co~t~ has 8 PFobLeB bec~se ~here’s ~ent~ Letters in 15 Uha~ ~i[[ be the C~t to ~e state ~d ~o

1B there that Say a Lot of the statistics ~d information is 16 the ~riculture co~nJty or the~ lan~ being c~verted

17 incorr~t. Even ~ the enda~ered species List they have 17 to 8 weed reservoir? ~d if this land i~ to be reverted
1@ things that Ee 5port5 ft~er~ or~E~ted ~ opposed to 18 ~ ~ alternative to your -- or to alter it, your progr~

19 e~d~gered species, And ~ this 15 ~ public ~ession that 19 that you c~ return ~ Lo p~ u~e ~d ~oLd to a

2e keeps going on, I f}nd It h~d to believe that you’d 2Q covenant, I ~ ~o~deri~g ~hat the going price of

21 Leave YoLo ~t and ~e C~’t get t~fo~ation over t~re. 21 D~tural l~ds ~d c~Ld you pePh~s make Up 8 percent,

22 ~d I Kno~ there’s goi~ to be a ~et{~g next week. But 22 get a cost recovery out o£ that.

~3 the point {s we haven’t even h~ ti~ to look over this 23 ~d that’s in Your ~ogram. ~d if YOu’re

2~ thorou~Ly. 2~ Just going to u~t to cooke it ~ ~other p~oJect, I

25 ~d 1~ there is pubLLc Info~mation about 25 notice that Trinity Reservoir is doun -- ~L~a~ do~n
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1 this process, Polluting {’or dollars ~i~ e Permitting 1 because they built a dam wfth no spillway or flood

2 process rather than taking cane of ~t with oretreatment 2 c~)acity so they have to keep it do~n. lr there w~

3 to me is Bissl~9 the step or what ~[S ~s Supposed to be 3 that ~as to be Spi ll~8y Converted, perh~s the acre

4 ~out. It’s supposed to be ~out c~nin9 up the delta, ~ loathe ~ou ~ouEd ~t from a ~uLL pool CO~Eed to what

5 not 8LLo~lng 8 substantive ~user to ~ake c~e or its o~n 5 you were gaining ~rom l~d retirement. ~in95 Like that.

~ substance and allowing those that have o~ned their ~8t~ 6 { believe 7~ c~ ~s~er that {n Just ~oot three

7 to do ~Ith it what they w~t. 7 ~. ~: { Feme~er gettin~ blue books

8 If you have Local control, ~e’d Like to be 8 ~hen I ~as in college and final e~ ~d the questions

9 Part of the Local Proce~ ~d be notified, ~d I’d Like 9 ~ere usually si~ler th~ the ~es YOU Just ~k.ed. And

1~ you to sLo~ do~ the process ~d gi~elf ti~ to le t’m -- forQive me but ] couldn’t re~e~er ~LL the

11 cLe~ uP a Lot of the Statistics ~d ~he doc~ent5 that 11 ouestions ~ou 8sEed ~d -- but I’ll try to -- ~e first

12 You’ve given us ~d that ~e haven’t had ti~e to address. 12 o~e I’L[ 51~Ly 5~Y in ~r L~d r~t~rement paper ~

13 ~. H~IG~: Th~k ~, ~. Hi LLer. ~. 13 suggested ~ one of the tooL~x ~ures, it’s our vie~

1~ Fox. 14 that there’s not going to be ~ LEQe ~uRt o~ ~8ter

15 ~. FOX: Y~. 1"~ Be~nis Fox and 1 have 15 gained by that. But the other side of the picture

16 ~ COUPLe questions for ~. SpeE. ~ittedLy So.what -- 16 there will be 8 Land retirement co.anent, that’~ pet

17 I don’t ~RO~ the answer but they ~e also sgm~hat lo~ed 17 CVPIA ~d tt ~i LL ~e focused to 8 great extent ~R

18 in that, to be very hon~t, ~ w~ L~KlnQ rot kind of a 18 drainage issues.

19 cost benefit ~alysI5 on these questions on L~d 19 ~ r~ ~ ~r other questions, ~e have

2e retirement ~d Perh~s compare it to maybe ~ aLt~ation 2e those recorded, ~d ~e’LL Find ~ ~proPrlate

21 of the current progr~ or co~e It [o other progr~, 21 ~ha[ever zou suggesL or 9etLi~ bEk to you eith ~s~ers.

22 ~e, how much ~ater ~ ~en retired 22 ~. M~IG~: Th~ You. Seeln~ no
23 throu~ L~d retire~nt? Not the L~d. I hope this 23 further evidence or LiCe on the BBAC, ~e’tL all t~e a

2~ peogr~ does Rot become set~-perpetuatin9 ~d get a Li?e 26 DFe~ fop L~ch ~d he b~k shortly after 2:15.

25 of i t’5 o~n. 25 (Lu~heon rece~, l
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1 ~IR. HADIGAN: You’re on. 1 So bottom line Is this group’s ~yJ~ to
2 ~. B~K: ~aY, great. ~, urb~ 2 ~ through the technical deta~ L~ to underst~d ~hat i5
3 discussio~ continue over the l~t t~o ~nths. ~e’ve 3 tn the CalFed pekoe or ~hat could be in, underst~d
4 been Loo~i~ at a Lot of tactical data ~ the three 4 ~hat they could be for In Support ~d so they c~ brin@
5 dlffer~t options ~ithin CaLFed ~d ~tations on tho~ 5 It bEk to their Policy bonds ~d m~e intelligent
6 themes, trying to und~stand the benefits of stor~ ~ 6 reco~endations to them as to ~hat they ~t to see in

7 convey~ce. 7 CaLFed support ~d CaLFed ~hat they ~e gol~ to be
8 ge’re ~tte a ~ays off from any ~lnd of 8 ~illing to pay for it. ~
9 consensus on ~hat people might be ~I llln~ to support. ~e 9 ~. ~IG~: ~e sense, ~estions

1@ are loo~in9 really at actually a ~ider r~ge of 1@ ~y~e? Alex.
11 alternatives. P~tlcuL~Ly ~lth respect to the 11 ~. HILD~R~D: B~on, have the results
12 conveY~ce ~e’re LooKln~ at smaLL~ ~nvey~ce options 12 of these deliberations been co~nicated to the CaLFed
13 th~ is on CaLFed’5 t~Le, that Is, £ess th~ 5.~e cubic 13 staff at ~ytime Lately?

14 feet per s~ond to see If ~e c~ get the ~ater qua[try 14 ~. B~K: There’s a Lot of interaction at
15 benefits ~e’re Lookin~ for in some~in9 or that size ~ 15 the ~or~ grOUP Level on ~hat’s 9oin9 on ~Ith CaLFed
16 ~eLL. ~ ~eLL as LooKf~ at the t~ough-deLta 16 staff, There’s also a Lot o~ infarction or the ~deLeFs
17 alternatives ~d the benefits they ~ovided. 17 bec~se ~e need to ~de~st~d uhat CaLFed’s ~de[ers
18 ~e’ve got a ~ork gr~ active on the 18 ~su~tions ~e ~d vice versa, ~ there’s a Lot of
19 ~sur~ces issue, In rEticuLE the ~bitat conservation 19 cross-pollination 9oln~ on at the tec~icaL Level.
2e ply. Try to ~e on that and B~e the promise or that ~e There h~n’t been ~y policy decisions per
21 co~ true hopefully. ~1 se by this group. ~e’re Just. Li~e ~is ~oup. really
22 ge h~ presentation at the l~t ~etin9 on ~2 receiving Information ~d counting on it at this ~olnt.

23 ~ater use efficiency ~d I o~e ~ ~rvle~ ~hat the ~3 ~. HI~R~D: But 7ou have m~e
24 urb~s ~e doing ~lth the envi~n~ntal ~atec c~c~s ~ ~4 technical analyses. Have ~hose been pce~nted to the
25 conservation ~d recycli~, ~5 staff?
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1 ~/e have an active participation in the 1 HR. BUCK: Yes, and my understa~d~n~ those

2 finance work group and that group ~rted to the ag, 2 ~e to be shared b~k ~d forth freely.

3 uPb~ policy group at the L~t meeting. Recognize 3 ~. HI~R~D: I thi~ it ~ould be
~ theFe’5 Lot of key Issues that ~e ~{n9 ~ there, but ~ helpful if the ~ers or BDAC Li~e BYseL[ could ~Lso see

5 ~, upD~’s Rot 9oi~ to Focus ~ t~ pight no~ bec~se 5 ~hat ~ouP group is presenting [o the CaLFed staff.

6 ~e don’t feel it’s quite Fight heroD& a PPerepeed 6 ~. B~K: Ye~, ~d that’s Fine.
7 alternative. ~ce that’s out there .it’s going to be a 7 no formal ~ocess. That ~e~’t all chapel through one

8 Lot e~ier to Focus on finEe bec~ it ~iLL be a Lot 8 person. So it’s mope ~ Less a ~ttep o£ finding out

9 e~ier to [ocu~ on benefits ~d ho~ ~e ~ve [~Ed 9 ~hat You’re i~teres[ed in ~d l’~ sure ~e c~ help ~ake

1~ ~ith that. le ~hatevee it is 8yaiL~Le ~ you. It’s a pretty inrorBaL

11 ~ere ~e great coRc~s tho~h ~lth this 11 peocess going on.

1~ ~hoLe notion of ~hat is t~ baseline FoP it ~d is -- ~e 1~ ~. HILDEBR~O: Maybe it do~n’~ fit to

13 ~e taLkln~ about mitigation or restoration ~d ~e 13 do that. it’s JUSt that. ~s You knop, I’ve felt that

1~ definitely Fall in the -- ~e’ee ~v~ for~Ed this is 14 haven’t h~ as detailed technical ~aLyses From the

15 restoration. 15 CatFed Staff as I think BDAC Should receive.
16 ~. ~IG~: That ~ind of so~ Like 16 Y~’Ve got some technical ~aLyses that ~e ~e detaiL~
17 l~e ~ the nu~er one. 17 I’d Li~e to see the~.
18 ~. B~K: Ye~, it ~aLL~ Is. ~e don’t 18 ~. BUCK: ghat ~e Ee pL~l~ to do,

19 feel this notion that ~ttl~tio~ Is ~at’s going on here 19 ~e’ve h~ this, the ~hoLe nu~ees ~ benefits
~e is really a productive di~ussion f~ ~vi~ for~Ed. ~e c~veyance ~d storage trickle OUt ov~ the Last COUple

21 ALso we’re working on ~hat ~e ~e going to ~1 ~etings and ~hat ~e’re ~orking t~Ed5 is trying to

~ do In ~e interim In the ten year5 ~t’5 9oi~ to t~e to ~2 co~iLe all that into one docu~n~ and ~hat does ~t say,

23 bPin9 a Lot of ~h~tever’s in a ftRal CalFed p~K~e ~3 ~hat does it
24 online ~d ho~ do ~e Qet better together both i~ ter~ of ~ Right no~ essentially what we have

25 envicon~ntaL Water ~d consumptive ~ater needs. ~5 series of overheads ~d 9r~hs ~d ch~5. ~er~’5 no
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1 cohesive piece. Frankly, that’s What I’ve requested, Is 1 rlR. HILDEBRAND; YOU got to go u~hl ~.L. SO

2 that we need to Pull it all together in one Package and 2 how ~outd It be delivered, 1 would assure the delivery,
3 have our team say what are really the benefits we see 3 and how that would help the de~radation that would take
~i here versus the cost, what are the Qlstinguishlng 4 place In the central delta isn’t clear to me.

5 dlfferances between storage north and south of the delta, 5 t~. BUCK: We haven’t Looked at that
6 how big would you want an isolated conveyance If You 6 either. ~/e have in the water quality modeling looked at

7 needed those benefits, and why would It need to be 7 different kinds or hydrologic sce~tarios and didn’t quite

8 whatever size tt would be. 8 do It in the average format that Rick had. ~/e ha~e a bit

9 That’s going to be forthcoming, l think 9 more detail on specific conditions. It shows a broader
10 we’re targeting to have that sort of thing In December. 10 range than What we saw in these averaged numbers.
11 That would be the one stop shot ~iqape you’d see all that 11 rl~. tIADIGAN: Qkay. Thank you. Bob.

12 technical data summarized and brought before. But It all 12 rl~. RAAB: Byron, Is the East Bay ~ItJO
13 exists In pieces, and Steve A~a~a Is the technical team 13 proposal to pipeline water from the mouth of the American
14 Lead and he can certainly be the best point of contact to 14 River here south to an inter-connection with their
15 get what’s COmB out SO far. 15 east-west lines a pact of your discussions-?
16 rlR. HILDEBRAND: Have you made analysis of 16 rlR. BUCK: It’s pretty much Looked at in
17 this question of the degradation of south or central 17 the same way it is in the CaLFed process. It’s just
18 delta water agency Water quality in the event that you 18 another project out there Independent of the process that

19 have an Isolated -- 19 will need to be dealt with and considered tn terms of
20 rl~. BUCK: CLearly that was discussed up _30 cumulative impacts. It’s not a focus of the grQUP at all
21 at the rat,’eat at North Star. ~/e Looked a lot at water _31 any more than it is here In CaLFed.
22 quality if&Pacts aiqd It’s quite cle~[’~that under certain _32 ~IR. RAAB: ~/ell its5 somBthing that’s

23 confiourations you’ve got a south of" delta irr#act and in _33 behind the curtains right now, but if I’m not mistaken

24 other places ImPacts at Contra Costa and those need to be _~4 CalFed has a policy of suPpOrt rOE a common pool concept.
25 dealt With. _35 Would that be a fair statement? rlary?
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1 There was a Lot -- there was a request For 1 rlS. SELKIRK: Are you asking me?

£ further modeling efforts and to Look at Past what CaLFed 2 rlR. RAA8: I’m thro~ing It out there and

3 is doing but to Look at the benefits that I discussed 3 nobody’s answering.

4 yesterday, you’re changing the water quality, going 4 i~S, SELl<iRK: I ~3’t knob/ if I Can fairly

5 export water qualitY, do you get a benefit ii3 the S answer that, I think -- I don’t know if that’5 an
6 drainage water quality. They are g~hg to try to make a 6 explicit planning assumPtion that CalFed -- it’s

7 shot at that and see what might ImProve. 7 certainly an issue that’s been debated here.

8 What { Leer’ned at these two meetings is ~4e 8 There’s Probably some range of de:’JnJtion

£ need to Look at what ere ways to deliver water quality -- 9 what people mean by the common pool, I wish Leste~~ ~as

10 higher water quality directly Out o[ same of those 1{~ here to respond is to that. Do you want to hazand it~)

11 conveyance alternatives that might deal with that 11 P1R. DANIEl-S: Not sPeclFica[Ly~ The

12 situation, 12 common pool concept haS been articulated over the years

13 t’IR. HILDEBRAND: As 7~u know From my 13 in terms of the issue, But we are -- we do have as a
1~ remarks yesterday, I guess Was i th{nk there’s something 14 matter of policy nondegradatioo of" south delta and

15 the Batter with the water quality num~bers the group c~lle 15 central delta water supplies. That’s the no redirected

16 up with, They Just don’t deal with the facts. And this 16 principle,

17 was brand new thing he 5pPul3g on ~ today as far as ] was 17 We think You can EcomPlish that ira
18 concerned of Letting -- providing water out of the 18 couple dl fferent ways. We’ve not advocated, and in Fact

19 Isolated facility fop tl3e south delta. ~nd that sounds 19 are having difficulty standing a~ay from full isolation
20 good but It’s not very easy to do. ~&qd it would take a 20 when we analyze the benefits of full isolation.

21 Lot of thought on how to do that and then there would of ~1 tester seems pretty’ adamant that we need
22 course be the assurance problem. How do we Know they ape ~2 to find alternatives to Full Isolation, which would
23 really going to Let it out. It’s not Just a ~zatter of" -~3 continue to 5~Jpport the common pool concept to some

24 openirL9 a valve, you got to pumP it out. -~4 degree. I don’t ~now ex~actlY how much. But ALex’s
25 rlR. BUCK: Right. .~9 concerns relative to south delta water quality are
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1 paramour ~n~ the issues ~e’re tr~n9 to resolve. 1 to the ~uestions of takin~ ~ L~ and ~ ~ater but the

2 I don’t kno~ tf that’s terribly 2 question or ~hether the visions ~at there ~e in thi~

3 responsive, but ~hat most people that talk ~out the 3 co~n program ~e realistic In terms of avalL~iuty of

~ co~n pool ~ 15 they ~t to malRtai~ a public ~ ~ater to ~compLish them.

S intep~t, a b~o~-b~ed ~b[Ic Int~t in the ~ate~ S ~. B~K: It’s ~ ~ood question. Ve’ve

6 quality of the delta, @ broad-b~ed Public interest in 6 certainly recognize the ~a7 C~LF~’s ~P~oEhln9 it i5 to

7 the mainten~ce of the Levees in the delta. ~d 7 tpy to get those ~ fLo~s out o~ sto~e ~d tp~3sfers.

8 bfo~-b~ed pubL[c inter~t tn deLt~ outflow. ~d i’m 8 ~d there ~5 a L~ge coqcern that there i5 ~ ~ch

9 ~stLy certain that that 15 a pE~o~t issue {R ter~s o£ 9 co~etitio~ for ~t appeEs to ~ a fairly Limited

1~ our evaLuatlo~ of these a[ternativ~. 1@ tr~sfers ~ket a~d Concern ~at ~hether ~hose

11 ~. ~1~: ALex. 11 really 9oin@ to be there in ~t5 ~fficJent to EhJeve

12 ~. HI~R~D: ~e~re question. 12 the progr~. ~d ~hat that baL~ce is 9olR@ to

13 Byron, h~ ~our group beer St~ln@ the co~n pro~ ~ 13 between tr~sfers ~d ho~ ~ch you ~ouLd have to Create

1~ ~elL ~ the alternatives? 1~ b~ ne~ offstre~ storages is ~ open question.

15 ~. B~K: ~od point~ Th~5 A[~. Yes. 15 ~hether there’s a public ~iLLin~e~ to create those kind

16 ~e have. ~tu~LLy ~e’ve spent ~ Lot of ti~ on the ~ 16 of f[o~s ~ith those Structures {s ~otheF isle. ’
17 ~d ~or~tn~ on that ~d have ~ ~cer~s. a Lot of 17 ~. HILD~D: L notice ~ou rater
18 ~hich ~ere EticuLated by others. Kind of a basic 18 to ofrstre~ storage. ~e ~ou ~ot Leggin9

19 structural concerns of ~e progFaB ~d ~e’re goi~ to be 19 storage?

~ s~mtttl~9 co,eRrs ~ that. ~e ~. BUCK: ~e h~ve Loo~ed at -- 1
~1 ge Ee ~orkiR9 coLL~tlveLy on the ~ater ~1 ~dePst~d CaLFed has ~ ~e[[ -- [ncre~ In the

22 ~aLitY co~R Progra~ 85 ~ell. ~e ~te£ use ~2 existing onstre~ sterne reservoirs, P~ticularl~ Shasta

23 ef~iciency, ore ~e’re ogre of Less ~e or. there {sn’t ~3 ~d S~ Jo~um. ~hiLe they provide some p~tty
2~ 8 full Joint effort on that. Ku~a’~ (phonetic) ~LLy ~ interesting benefits ~d espec{aL~ on the envir~ntaL

2S been working on the urb~ ~ide, ~d l~dlv~duel ~ ~5 side ~hen you Co,sider it ~{LL B~e those Flows all the
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1 interests have been working on the agricultural issues, 1 way down the river and much of the d~mage uPstreams

2 ]’here hasn’t been a real Joint work effort along those 2 already been done they are very. very expensive. So we

3 Lines, Similarly. ~Je’re foLLotJing fJfyat’a goirLg {~9 ~ith 3 have Lool~ed at those.
¢~ the Levee prooram, but it’s not one ~Je’re Fully angled 4 ~/e’re more Looking at the Seine off sti"ee~91

5 on or spending a Lot or technical staff time on. ~Je did 5 storage sites that CaLFed 15 Look|no at both north and

6 have a Presentation at the Last meeting Looking at the 6 south of the dolt8. Si~es Reservoir (phonetic} Is one

7 ~LReP~lLity I~e5 ~d ~at CaLFe~J5 p[~l~ In te#~ 7 certainly in the north it’s 9otte~ ~ Lot of f~u5. Los

8 of Levee reh~iLitation. 8 vices ~d Los Banes ~de5 (phonetic) ~d Button

9 ~, HILD~D: ~e You makino t~ 9 gillow I think is ~other site in the south.

1B reality check on the co~on pro~ that I’ve been optin~ le from half million to t~o. three miLLio~ acre Feet
11 on ~d haven’t been getting ~Y ~ers to? 11 ~. HILDEBRanD: ~e you ~est[n9 the

12 ~. EK: In the sense that we ~t to 12 cost bre~ Foot of yield is ~eater oR raising

13 make sure It’s doYLe ~d it’s ~ to ~et the 13 th~ it i5 on the oth~ things?

1~ obJectives. Ye~. I think So. Ve haven’t ~dres~d the t~ ~. B~K: ~ I recall o~ the rulers
15 kind of 15sues ~ou’ve brought up of does the ER~ ~d 15 ~ta it
16 ecosyste~ recovery ppogr~, is that unrealistic JR ter~ 16 ~. HILD~D: ~aSta I think is more
17 of the ~t of ag l~d {t ~ould t~e out o� production. 17 e~ense. I don’t thi~ Fr~t is. Fr~t {5 {n
18 ~ere’s certainly a recognition that that’s going to 18 baLLpEk ~ith all the r~t or t~se

18 h~pen, ~d ~e ~t to ~e sure ~7#rogr~ that 90es 19 ~. BUCK: I don’t think ~y detal{ed

~ foPwEd, the those {r~Ets Ee m~eabLe and Een’t 28 ~ork’5 been done on Fri~t Lately and that’5 -- l don’t

21 signific~tlY redirected to ~Y 9ro~ In rEtIcule. ~t ~1 recall in the ~eting5 I’ve be~ in it’5 been b2ought

22 fund~ntalLy the group i5 ~]th the notion that we’ve got £2 before the ~, ~b~ ~oo~e.
23 to have a very Strong ec~Ystem PaCify proor~ to ~3 ~. H~I~: ~Jection. ~k y~.
24 restore reLi~iLIty rot all the oth~ uses. ~4 Public outreEh t~o, outreach ~date. ~d BD~
25 ~. HI~R~D: t ~’t referring only ~5 involvement. HEY. YOU ~ted to introduce it?
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1 rtS. SELKIRK: ~ most of you Kno~ CaLFed 1 So really trying to do some outreach and again
2 has been in the process of scheduling and now conducting 2 co,~Jnicate with some groups that we don’t tYpicalW
3 a series of public meetings on the program, and we have 3 communicate with all the time.
4 the CaLFOd new public Information officer Elm Canevanl 4 I Just want to say, too, don’t read
S who’s golno to do a short presentation to you and give 5 anything into the fact that this Is black and blue. It
6 7ou a better idea about how as a BDN: member you might be 6 has nothing to do with color theory, It’s Just we thought
7 involved in this, 7 it would Look nice on blue paper.
8 I~S. CANEVARI: Thap~ you very much. ldy 8 The other new newsletter Is going to hit
9 name is Kim Canevani With CeLFed -- no, I’m not 9 the street early next week and that’s a newsletter we’re

10 nervous -- CalFed Bay program, And what I’m here today, 10 calling Eco Update. ~/e’ve had a lot of public interest
11 i’m the newest person on the staff, i’ve Just started my 11 and involvement as we’ve gone tb_rough and develoPe:l the
12 second month here and you’ LL be able to tell I’m the 12 ERPP and also in the ecosystem restoration ProJects. So
13 newest CalFed person because I come to You overhead free 13 again this is a simPle newsletter front and back that

14 today. I have no overhead presentatJons for you, and ! 14 Puts in very SimPle language the material and Information
15 apologize for that. 15 that we have available. This is for people who don’t
18 But what I do bring today is some 16 necessani ly want to read the thousand page volurfleE but
17 information on how we’ve stepped up our outreach In 17 are very interested in that program and in the process.
18 anticipation Of the release o~f the {]{’aft preferred 18 So again those are two new collateral

19 solution. Ye’re becoming more proEtlYe, we’re e~andln9 19 pieces that we have. Both the newsletters have

20 our communication vehicles So we Cab reach a wider 2{~ Information on our new toll-free telephone phone number.
:=t ~udlence than perhaps we have beforP~, and we*re becoming 21 ~/e’re very excited about that. That Just h~ppened a
22 more user frlehdLy. 22 couple weeks ago. And so our new 8{~ number, you reach

23 /~ an examPle of how we’re becoming more 23 an information line and you’ll here recorded information.

2~ user friendly, I would direct YOUr attention to all of 24 ~e’ve also revised both the toll-free
2S the various f~ct sheets we have or~ispLay in the hallway 25 number and the 916 information Line, so the new
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1 outside the door. 1 information is uP front on the message. So instead of

2 Basically what we’ve done is taken a lot 2 having to listen to the general recorded informaticn, you

3 of information translated from CalFedese into Language 3 can hear what’s new, the ne~ PubL|c outreach meetings or
~ that Lay people can understand about ~he many vanious ~ perhaps ~hat new materials are available. And ~hen if
5 things we’re doing, the program overview, alternatives at 5 you don’t need to or don’t want to listen to the general
6 a glance, the common programs and so forth. 6 information, that’s at the end of the message so again --
7 ~/e’ve also tr~YsLated a couple of the fact 7 ~1~. tlADIGAN: Sort of fifty cents a

8 sheets into Spanish, and they are all on the Internet 8 minute, chi Ldran under eighteen )*ou must be an adult
8 slte, they’re fully downLoadabLe and again this is so we 9 to --

10 c~n convey Information to people In a Language the~ can 10 hS. CANEVARt: Try~n9 to make it a Little
11 understand and they feel comfortable W[th. 11 more user friendly. And we’re Looking into expandin9 the
12 Some other collateral pieces that we 12 capability on the toll-free number so people can ~cass
13 recently develop are two new newsletters. One of ther~ is 13 CalFed staff that way. So basically stay tuned. ~/e’re
1~ CaLFed News and it’s out on the hallway out there. And 14 ooino to try to expand our capabLLit[es with that.
15 basically what this was was Just a front and back 15 Another Way that we’ve been able to e~oand
16 newsletter and It was developed to communicate to people 16 our capabilities is through our public affairs or~~Jp.
17 who may not know too much about CaLFed. the CaLFed 17 The Public affa}rs office also has an advisory Orob~p and
18 process and ~lyat we’re doing. So It Just gave some very 18 it’s comPrised of public affairs representatives fro,~ our
19 basic infermatlon about what is CaLFed. where are ~e now, 19 vanious CaLFed agencies and else f’rom various
20 and some Information on our public outreach meettr~gs, _~0 stakeholders, many that are represented bY People here in
21 which I’LL talk about in Just a moment. .~1 this room today.
22 And we also expanded our distribution _~2 They’ve been a tr~ndous resource in
;~3 beyond ~17o we typically mall to. ~te mail this newsletter .~3 terms of helping US pubLiciz~ the outreach oeetln~,5 and

24 to chairs of boards of supervisors, business Leaders ~4 getting our information out to van~ous constituencies.
25 statewIde, a Lot of reporters, mayors, and city managers. _~S They’ve really acted as our eyes and ears. Let us know
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1 what’s 9oln9 on ~Ith v~lo~ ~roup ~d ~In~ ~hat the 1 ~tivtties over the next three months that I Just w~t to

2 kinds of ~tlvtties that they are doing with the media ~ tell YOU briefL~ ~out.

~ 3 and even he~lno ~ access ne~s cLiPPln~s I~ @ timely 3 First of all, ed bo~d meetings. ~e’ve

4 m~ner. 4 al~e~y ~t ~ith editorial bo~ds from the Sacr~nto Bee

S ~d the public ~ffei~5 group h~ been very 5 ~d Chronicle ~d Contra Costa T~mes, ~d ~. Buck, reel
6 helpful ~lth publicizing our outPe~b ~etings. ~d 6 free to J~ in If you ~t to [aL~ ~t that. But

7 ~e’ve h~ other help, too, PEticuLELY £nom so~ BD~ 7 ~e’ve had So~ ~AC ~ePs heLPl~ us Out NJ~ ~a[ ~d

8 meters. So~ of you have attended our meetin~ ~ 8 also othe~ stakeholders.
9 invited people to the ~eeti~s oP provided Lists of 9 ~is has been 8 diffeP~t ~ppoEh bec~se

18 people to Invite ~d ~e thank you very ~ch fop that, le usually ~hen you go to ~ ed bo~d meeting you’re

11 I ~ted to talk Just briefly ~out ~ 11 to oat ~ editorial, but in this c~e ~e’ne Just getting

12 the public outPe~h ~etings ~ ~9. I have [~o ~oPds ’12 ~ root in the do~, ~ain, j~Lettin9 them ~na~

13 fop You today on that. Success ~uLL. ~d ~ s~ces5 i5 13 ~hat’5 h~P~in9 Wth the CeLFedprocess, and ~kln9 the~

14 bec~se ~e format that ~e’ve deve~ped see~ to be 14 if we C~ CO~ b~k e~LY next ye~ ~d talk ~[th ~em

15 ~oP~ing, ~d t~e full is ~e’ve beer getti~ ~od 15 ~out the draft preferred solution. ~at’s be~

16 at teRd~ce. 16 ~eLt ~ecei red.

17 ~e’ve h~ two mastics so r~. ~e [~ 17 ~e’pe also ~orkin9 oR open ed pt~ement,

18 TayLoPsvl LLe -- ever~ody ~LL toge~er no~ ~h~e’s 18 ~d these ~e general pieces that Wi Lt be tE~eted to

18 that -- ~d the other one In #a~ut ~ove J~t L~t 19 ~eciet ~d)oRce5. BusiRe55 ~dience5, ethnic ~diencas,

2e night. ~ ~d so fonth, ge’LL be continui~ to reach out tQ

21 ~ese ~etlngs ape doing what they were ~1 vEio~ ~oubs that we ~ant to co~nicate ~re with.

£8 designed to do, ~d that i~ to Provide a comr~tabLe ~2 Just mentioned a couPLe of them. Busine55 ~adeP5,
23 format ~hePe people who ape not necess~i Ly technical ~3 ethnic ~d;ences.
24 e~erts In ~ater issues c~ co~n. They have ~ ~4 ge ~t to e~d oovern~nt ~dlences

25 opportunity to talk one-on-one ~{th start ~mbers if they ~5 that we’re re.bin9 out to. and ~in ~e’re 9oI~ Lo be
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1 don’t want to ask questions In front of a big oroup. And 1 doing this in a nur~ber of" ways. ~/e’re stepping up our

~ they can leER -- they can kind or ~t CalFed on their 2 spewing ene~e~nts, spendi~ ~ Quality time ~th our

3 PedE screen 5o to sBe~ ~d Leer~ ~ they can beco~ 3 vEiou5 mat ling data b~es SO we’re not so~Ly

4 p~t of the solution. I think the ~etings have been 4 co~nicatin9 with the usual ~p~ts. ~d I’ve already
5 very Successful so f~ In doing that. getting the Public 5 ~ntioned ho~ ~e’ve got some good_co~nication vehicles.

6 to come out. 6 So 1 ~no~ you’re Sitting there thi~ing

7 ~e outreach meetings have been ~eLL 7 hog C~ I as a 8DAC ~er pEticipate? I’LL give you

8 alluded PEttY due to some BD~ meters efforts. ~e’ve 8 rive quic~ easy ~ays that y~ c~ if you’re not aLre~y.

9 h~ So~ BDAC ~d stakeholder pEticipatlon in doing 9 ~ I said, m~y or you have been helping us.

le P~io talk sho~s. In let, ~e did five P~io talk sho~s 1~ You c~ attend a meeting, one of our

11 in TaYLoPsvt LLe, ~hlch I thought ~ outs[~dl~. 11 outreach ~etings. ~e’ve got the Schedules right obt

12 ~e P~io statlo~ have also been Peking 12 there. I kno~ you’ve a~eady P~ived t~m. You c~

13 or public service a~ouncements so that’s ~ne free 13 invite Local co~nity Leaders ~h ~ YaurseL[ tg attend

14 publicity. ~d ~e’ve d~e the usual Stuff. Ne~s 14 the ~eti~s. You c~ ~ke YOUrSelf avatL~Le fop Local

1S re~es. ~e’ye gotten good p~iRt coverage. 15 ~e~ing e~age~nts on g~n ~e call ~d ~ you to ~ree

16 Did the usual mal Ll~ to third-eight 16 to be Interviewed rot a r~io talk sho~ YOU c~ Say

17 hundred PeooLe. sent out ind~vldueL~ notic~ ~ a~o 17 You c~ host the Local ~eti~ [~YOUr 0~ area at" tell
18 Invited peoPLe ~ referrals that ~e did receive from 18 us ~out Local meetings that perh~s ~e can attend

19 BD~ ~eP5. 19 make a ~Pesentation. ~d finally help us PLEa our

2~ So ~ord’s getting out, People Ee 2g sheets. If you ~ouLd Like to he~ us get Our rEt sheets

21 8trending our public ~eeti~s. ~e ~e Six ~re. Next ~1 out ~ kno~ of sea,here ~here ~e Can distribute

22 one 15 In San Fr~clEo to~rro~ nl~t. ~d really the 22 Let us kno~.
23 ~ords Qettino out that this Is ~st CAV. 23 ~d In turn, CaIFed public affairs

24 ~at’s uhat ~e’re do[~ to get people 24 support you. ~e have a variety of lets sheets. ~ain

2S ready noe rot the rele~e, but ~e’re also doi~ 25 display out in the hallwaY. Ve c~ put tooether
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1 information packets for you. ~/e have speaking points, if 1 more of these meetings schedulL’~]. :another round of them?

! 2 you agree to do a talk show radio Interview. ~!e have a 2 Do YOU have a certain group scheduled no~f? Qr a~e you
;3 power Point presentation that’s on the Internal and fully 3 9ping to keep doing this? ~ how’s it gol~ to wcrk?

4 downlo~:~able If You’d Like to do that. Ve have a slide 4 tlS. C/M~IEV~I: The cur~-ent plan is that we

S presentation wl31ch again is fully scripted, and we can 5 have these big formal meetings and that Schedule is
:: 6 customize that for You. /~f~d, Yes, we do have overheads 6 pretty well set. But I do believe that we’re pursuing

7 available. 7 opportunities In the Bakersfield, Kern County area to do
.... 8 ~/hat I’d Like to Leave you with Is the 8 some more of the quote, unquote, informal smaller

9 knowledge that we aPe stepping UP o!.~r’ outreach, we’re 8 meetinos but hopefully Just as effective. So through

18 becoming moch more proactive, we’re ~orking on le Dece~er this Schedule seems to be pretty well set.
11 com~Jnlcatlng with and including eve~ more groups than we 11 HR. PYLE: I Just mentioned an effective
12 have in the past, _ 12 item and sometimes you can 9el before the Press this way
13 BDAC is a very valuable resource as we do 1:3 is that ! would be 9lad to work with you and Kerr County
14 this, and we hope that you’re not only a valuable 14 supervisor [o get you ten minutes bei’ore the bOa~d of
15 resource to us but we can be helpful to you m your own 15 supervisors.

16 outreach efforts. ]3qat’s all I have to say about that 16 They Wi LL have a Se, f’ies of. you
17 unless there aPe any questions. 17 Public Interest items that theY’LL bring Up. nona~tlon
18 IdR. YI/M~IC~N: Byron. 18 items, and we generally have pretty 9pod luck w;th a
18 HR. EJJCK: 1 Just wanted to compliment Kim 19 couple of our supervisors who are Interested In water
20 and the staff that this effort’s really come up a Lot in 20 meetings who wi LL help us Schedule that type of thing.
21 the past couple months, t think it’s really getting out £1 So ten minutes with Somebody there accompanied with a
22 to a Lot of areas. I did pa~ticlpate in some of the 22 Local person sometimes works pretty well.
23 radios shows and I was invited to editorial briefings 23 i’IS. CANE-VARI: That would be Fantastic,

24 with a couple other stakeholders. It’s working well. I 24 and that’s Just the kind of contact and informaticr.
25 think the message is 9ettin9 out. ~ad it’s an e~3s~Lutely 25 need from you. So thank you.
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1 critical time that we widen the circle from beyond the 1 fIR. PIADIGN~h ~n.
2 kind or water W~ts we’ve got here ~ the real public out 2 ~. NOTTOFF: Just it’s 9pod to see ~e’re
3 there to bring them In ~ to ~hat’s ~oln9 OR. 3 investing ~re resources ~d getting the word

4 HR. ~IG~: Th~k YOU, Kip. Nice 4 bec~se -- t think evidence of the public comment ~ouLd
5 PepoPt. I’m sorry, t~o ~re questio~ Bob ~d Stu. 5 have been having today ~d ~este~day at BDAC ~s ~e ~e --
6 HR. R~: I’ve h~ &Little Success ~n 6 there ape so~ ne~ f~es in the ~dience. ~d I think

7 trying to get people in Hapln Count~, my neig~orhood, to 7 that’s a good outgrowth or that.

8 go to the meeting to~rro~ night bec~se they say. oh. 8 The environ~ntaL ~ater caucaus is very
8 I’m waltin~ f~ the preferred alternative to come out. 9 interested in trying to he~ you I~ uhatever ~ay we can

1~ ~d ~ ~e have so~thln~ -- ~eY h~:s~{~ they c~ 1~ ~et the ~ord ~t. I assu~ the J~ OLson ~ho is our
11 really si~ ~lr teeth into. _. 11 outreach coordlnater is on yo~ ~visory group.
12 So I mention this bec~se I thi~ [here’s 12 uould --
!3 going to be a quantum Le~ In inter~t in CalFed ~hen 13 ~. C~EVARi: Y~, she
14 that preferred alternative comes out, ~d i think then 1~ ~3. NOTT~F: -- ~pe you would rely cn
15 You’Ll find that there’s ~ch more opportunity for ~d 15 her ~ ~ch as possible. The o~£ issue Y~ referenced
16 ~re people ~tinQ to attend more meetings. 16 that I thi~ We really need to ~a better J~
17 ~. H~IG~: ~ Y~. Stu, 17 getting out to coin{ties that ~ve been under
18 ~. PY~; You have ~e current series of 18 represented in the water debate to date. 1 ~i~ ~ere’s
19 public meetings held, the ones y~u ~t ta~ed ~out, 19 actually -- I tht~ It ~ould ~ Eeat -- t~re’s a report
2~ Bob’5 ta~ed ~out, and YOU have on~omtn9 UP in Fresno £~ that ~ ~e by -- produced bY the PEiric institute

21 next ~eek. ~d I’m from B~ersfieLd, and !’m just not ~1 that talks ~ut silent -- giving voice to the silence,
22 very hopeful that we’LL get people ~om B~ersrield to ~2 ~d thin~ that w~ld be useful for BBAC ~mbers to see.
23 drive to Fre~o, a hundred miles, for ~ eveni~ ~etin9 ~3 I ~ould enco~age us to get that Eo~d to people.
24 ~d still co~ back. ~4 ~d I ~ant te ence~e you to be -- to
25 ~d 1 ~ess I Just ~dered. do you have ~5 really put more e~hasis ~ that because I think as --
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1 think Bob’s exactly right, ~ ~e-re ~oin9 -- ~ ~e get a 1 etQht ml Llion dollars h~ co~ ~ ~ater u~ers In Kern
2 p~posal out on the streets, we don’t w~t to surprise 2 County. ~ere’s a di~roportionate representation on the
3 people. 3 funding of this error so far. ~d Jim Costa ~ pretty
~ ~. ~IG~: Mary. ~ cle~ last night that there’s a ~ide state~ide interest~
5 ~. E~IE: Klm, You prob~W kno~ mo~e 5 In this ~d there should be some fundin~ all over from
6 ~out ~ls ~an I do. but l believe there is In proce~ 6 this.
7 no~ a PL~ to ~ecificaLW focus on extending outPe~h 7 So there should be so~ effort to ~et this
8 into mlnortt7 co~nltles and co~i~ies t~oughout ~e 8 Into the ~overnor’5 ~d9et for next ~e~. ~d 1 thi~
9 veLLe~ that ~e routinely ~der represented and under 9 maybe you should raw on the centers that BDAC ~eFs

le sought a~teP In ter~ of feedb~k ~d p~ticipation. So le have, the Influence them have, to try to he~ devise some
11 that is something I kno~ that Judy h~ been speEhe~in9 11 t~pe o~ funding. ~be Lester, maybe he ~d the

12 to make h~pen. 1~ depEt~nt, maybe they’ve 9or ide~ about how to cEry
13 ~. C~I: ~et’s correct. 13 that out. [ thin~ BD~ deserves to ~noe ~out that. ~d
1~ ~. M~IG~: ~ay. ~k y~. ~k ~ou 14 on the other h~d to the extent BD~ people c~ help gtth
15 very ~ch. ~od reDort. It ts picking up ~d that’s 15 t~ political SUpport to 9el this fundi~ PLaced ~here It
16 good. ~e ~enda for D~e~er ~d J~u~y ~eting5. 16 ought to be. that it would be a good thin9 to put before
17 MEM. 17 BD~.
18 ~. SE~IE: I just ~ted to 9o over 18 ~. M~IG~: ~ay. ~k you. ALex,

19 brlefL~ ~lth you ~hat ~e h~e so fE f~ the schedule For 19 then ~n.
2e ~cember 12th which Is the next ~e~i~. It ~iLL be a 2e ~. HI~D: I’m ~t very comrort~Le
21 one-day meeting. I believe It’s here In S~ramento. 21 ~out having them co~ to us In gece~er ~ith e proposed

22 ~vlousLy the major ~enda item will be 22 Preferred alternative ~hen ~e hav~’t Yet h~ ~Y !uck at
23 the outco~ o~ the Inter~ency development te~ who will 23 their hybrid proposals that -- ~tween which, ~on~ ~hich
24 hopefully have have a draft or the h~rid preferred £~ they ~e golng to choose.
25 alternative ~or BDAC review, count, deliberati~. ~5 ~viouslY there’s a lot to be ~ne to fine
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1 There WI EL also be a full review of the 1 tune and improve the number two and number three type

2 scientific revie~ pa~el on the ~PP ~d aL~ the wor~ 2 things be~e t~y Should be co~ed. ~d I’m afraid if
3 pl~ that CaLFed ~iLL have deviceO to integrate all the 3 we t~e that all one step at a ~ inste~ of by two
4 feedback to date on the ~PP. 4 steps that the biases ~out how ~ select betwee£ t~e

5 I Just wanted to moint out a c~[e other 5 two ~e not goin@ to 9el resolved very well.
6 ~enda ite~ that c~e out of today that will be on the 6 So if we’re not 9o~n9 to have
7 agenda. ~e h~ to do -- one i5 the bupe~ response ~o 7 meeting before ~e ~e Presented with a preferred

8 ~ Peg~din@ ~e VestL~ watep ~estion. ~e second, 8 attennative ! think the~ should at Le~t send ob~.: to us
9 the fonethin@ is how B2 wi LL b~ (nte~ated ~nto CaLFed. 9 in advice and ti~ fop comment the pnooosaLs ~ to what

1@ specifically the E~P ~d the r~tofati~ fund i~es. 1~ ~e the three refined hy~pid PPo~osaLs ~ Which
11 Those ape Patsed today ~ ~eLL. If ~epe ape ~v ot~ 11 eoin~ choose.
12 ~enda Items ~ody W~ts to m~e ~re is on, Let ~ 12 ~. ~IG~: ~y. ~ay.
13 kno~. 13 ~. £E~I~: I know that that’s been a
14 ~. ~IG~: Stu. 14 c~cepn o£ a nu~er of people in ~e Ca~ed stall ~ut
15 ~. PY~: I think Fop a couple re~ons, 15 how to do that. ~aybe Dick, you’d Like to pesponc to

16 but one of them being the subject ~at Jim C~ta brou~t 16 that.
17 up L~t night regarding the e~endI~es cost Qf ~ 17 ~. D~IELS: Why me2
18 CaLFed effort. ~ mentioned some Forty-six million o~ 18 ~. SELKI~: YOU’P~ the only ore Left.

19 the two to two ~d a half to three y~ Period ~d the 19 ~R. D~IE~: 1 think the Intent is to
2~ r~t that the states shoe c~rentLy. Which is ~out ten ~g bring to BDAC e ~pe co, Lately developed set of three
21 mi LLIon dollars paid and that ~out seven mi LLion of that £1 hybrid alternatives that ~e not ~Ly ~p~ completely
22 h~ co~ from the state uat~ c~tr~tors. ~2 developed but responsive to the counts that we

23 ~d ~hat I relate that b~k to the -- Just ~3 soliciting from y~ today.
~ to exactly our state ~ater C~tpactor5, you C~ co~ute ~ ~v~ousLY somethi~ LiKe one of ~ose
25 b~k out of seven million ~oLL~s that ~out one point 25 t~ee ~ybrids 15 ~in~ to be the b~ls for a preferred
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1 alternative, but even that may not be the case b~ed on 1 discrete to~ic~ ~’re trying to ~et down to detai L on

~ the advice We ~et from you all in ter~ of ~eL~, you ~ bringl~ People out, I found ~e Prob~Ly didn’t have

3 would do a better Job with this by doing ~at. ~e 3 e~u~ time to cover what ~ were ~ked to cover so

~ kinds of counts. 4 that’s ~hY ~e 9ot to be Judicious ~out them ~ ~hen

5 But I don’t thi~ t~ intent is wa~ in 5 do ~em we need ~0 al!o~ ample ti~ to really m~e them

6 here ~d say here it Is, vote yes or no, but rath~ to 6 effective.

7 more co.lately disclose the ~ee ~t ways of dealing 7 ~. ~IG~: All right.

8 with ~ve~nt o~ water acr~ the ~Lta ~d ~ 8 ~. PY~: I tbl~ breakouts ~e good.

9 co~inatlons of stor~e that ~ork ~lth that ~d how they 9 ~. ~IG~: ALL ~lght.

1Q perform at Least at a progr~atlc Level. 1~ ~. PYLE; It gives people ~ho don’t spe~

11 HS. NOTTOFF: In 5tr~t~i~ the ~enda, I 11 up a lot at the ~etin9~ ~ lot a chaco to get

12 think It would be g~d to have the -- in the spirit or 12 ~. ~1~: ~ay. J~uary.

13 tryinQ to Incorporate HCP into the CalFed ~ocess let’s 13 ~. SELKI~: It Looks Like the thi~i~

14 talk ~out the ~P ~Ith the scten~lc revie~ p~el or 1~ is to ~hedule a BDAC ~etin9 after the rele~ of the

15 ~P dlscussl~. 15 EIR. ~at’s ~hat Sunne had de.tossed strongly.

16 ~. ~1~: Byron. 16 ~tglnally the thin~in9 ~as that ~at would be at the end

17 ~. B~K: Just to ~0 so~thin~ ~ ~td 17 or J~uary, No~ Lester says mid to late Fe~uar/.

18 8t our Work 9rou~. ~e Ee that Staff c~ ~rovide on ~n 18 the ~ro~osaL i5 to have ~ther ~o day meetin~ In

19 ter~ or gettln~ to these hybrid alternatives ~ to h~ 19 s~thern California in mid, late FebruEy.

2~ the decisions ~ere made, ~hy they ~ere m~e, the better ~Q ~. D~NtNG: ~ ~ only have one ~re

21 docu~ntation ~e have tn doing that I think ~e better 21 ti~ for input before the EIR is put out in draft.

22 off ~e’lL all be to Just m~e s~e ~e’re keepln~ up ~lth 22 ~onder If that is ~equate,

23 the thought process. 23 ~. HI~RA~: t~ doesn’t give us a

24 ~. HI--RAND: I ~ee. ~4 chaco to loo~ at the question o~ ho~ you choose ~

25 ~. M~IG~: ~aY. ~5 the three hybrid atterntives berne y~ end UP m~ln9 the
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1 ItS. SE[-KII~K: Just one more thought in 1 EII~ on the preferred alternative.
2 terms of scheduling the a~enda, maybe we" LL have a bette~ 2 rIS. SELKI£~,: I’m as~umir~ that that wi LL
3 idea how all tJqese public meetings ~, but I think we 3 be the major subject of the Dece~er ~eti~.
4 need to -- t r ~e’re generating ~re ~bLic interest ue 4 ~. HIL~R~: ~e Just heed that the
5 prob~LY need to m~e -- be ~re realistic ~out ~ ~ch 5 Dece~er meeting is 901n9 to present to us t~ee h’/brld

6 ti~ the PUbLlc count time ~ltt t~e on the ~enda. 6 alternatives ~ithout setecti~ a~eferred aLtEnative.
7 ~. ~1~: Yeah, fair point. ~ay. 7 So ~e need to 9o ~other step ~reeing on a preferred
8 ~. S~KIE: I have one ot~r question. 8 alternative ~ro~e they can do ~ EIS. I~ see~ ue need
9 ~ Lon9 ~ there Ee a fe~ or you ~re ~o ~e st~LL 9 a J~uary ~etine to do the r~E and then a Fe~r’uary

le c~tive, ghlch is fee~Ek about h~in9 b~e~out 9Pours le meeting to# [he EIS pet.

11 ~ p~t of the meeting’s ~enda, ~he~eP you find that to 11 ~. SELKI~: ~at’s an idea.
~12 be he~rul or not. 12 ~S. ~TT~F: I ~ree.
i1~ ~. M~I~: H~. 13 ~. M~IG~: ~YbOdY else?
14 ~. D~qNING: Being realistic on the 14 ~. NOTT~F: I assume the thinking Is

15 public count, I thi~ that also 9~ ~ith f~ our b~ic 15 that J~uar~ i5 going to be a difficult ~nth to put a
16 time allocated for BDAC discussion. [ think today the~e 16 BD~ ~ettn~ toeether on, but if in rEt the re~e of
17 ~ere a cable situations ~here {t ~asn’t reaL[st~c from 17 the EIS ~ ~ch the ~heduLe ~s such ~outd ~ermtt a
18 the beginning ~d It messes ~ thi~5 in ter~ or oP~LY 18 sec~d Look at It from BD~ In J~u~y, I ~ouLd encoue~e
18 progr~ on the ~en~. ~e you 9o]~ to ta~ ~t the 19 u~ to tP~ ~d do that.
£~ J~u~ ~ ~. B~K: I ~ld ~ee unless ~t’s pone
~1 NS. ~IRK: Yes, l’m sorry.    . ~1 throu~ the policy group to the point ~here they do have
22 ~. D~NI~: ~ ~eLL ~ the content? ~2 a ~eferred aLte~ative. ~at should be brou~t to us in
~3 ~. NO~: 1 t~t it ~ 9~d. I 23 Dece~er ~ ~e ~outd see if ue Can follou the trail ~
~4 ~ould encomia ~ to do it ~ain. ~ 24 to ho~ they got there.
~5 ~. B~K: I think they ~e useful r~ 25 ~. ~1~: It ~und5 like ~e should
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I pLBR for J~u~Y ~etino then make a decisl~ ~ ~at in 1 ~R’S C~TIFICATE
2 Dece~er if for some re.on -- 2
3 ~. B~K: I ~ree. = 3
~ ~. N~IG~: -- it’s not necess~y,
5 ~. S~KtRK: ~hat ~e other peoples views 5 STATE ~ C~IF~iA
6 on that? 6 )
7 ~. HI~RAND: ghat’s the date Qoin9 to 7 CO~ ~ S~R~TO    ] --
8 be then? 8
9 ~. S~I~= ~l@lnaLly the Janu~y 9 I do hereby certify that the fore@oinQ

1Q ~etinQ ~ golnQ to be scheduled at the end of the 1~ tr~script ~ t~en DY ~ in shorth~d at the
11 ~nth. ~wever, If -- bec~se ~ thl~ the thinkin@ ~ 11 the proceadlnQs herein, on the ~te ~erein ~t forth,
12 tt ~ay eRd UP belnQ more toward the middle D~t of the 12 ~d that the foreQoing (w ~ full, true ~d correct
13 month bec~se that the oriQlnal thi~klnQ w~ tha~ there 13 tr~scrip~ of the proceedings at said ti~.

1~ would have been ~ EIR released.
15 ~. ~1~: ghy d~’t you get a f~t 15
16 sc~ on this question ~tth Lester ~d then Qet a note out 16 Dated: 1997.
17 so ever~ody c~ drop It In ~d Schedule theft sk~ trips 17
18 ~ound it. ghatever people do ~en they ~tually have a 18
19 life. 19 Katherine L. Cardozo,
~ ~S. S~l~: ~e’ LL ~ot for mid J~u~y
21 ~d not on a ~esday. ---
22 ~. ~t~: ALL rl~t. ~estions 22
23 ~7~re ~out the agenda? If not the~ we Bore on to 23
24 pubLic cogent. I have ~ rematnl~green SLips I~ Front
25 of You of me fro~ the ~dlence. Do~ ~ybody else wish
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I tO be heard today? If not we a~e mercifully adjourned.

2 (ConcLuslc~ of proceedings ~t 2:15 p.m. )
3

5
6
7
8
9

1@

13

15
16
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21
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2�
25
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